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Fabian Michel

Abstract
This thesis examines edge-reinforced random walks with some modifications to the standard

definition. An overview of known results relating to the standard model is given and the proof
of recurrence for the standard linearly edge-reinforced random walk on bounded degree graphs
with small initial edge weights is repeated. Then, the edge-reinforced random walk with mul-
tiple walkers influencing each other is considered. The following new results are shown: on
a segment of three nodes, the edge weights resemble a Pólya urn and the fraction of the edge
weights divided by the total weight forms a converging martingale. On Z, the behavior is the
same as for a single walker – either all walkers have finite range or all walkers are recurrent.
Finally, edge-reinforced random walks with a bias in a certain direction are analysed, in partic-
ular on Z. It is shown that the bias can introduce a phase transition between recurrence and
transience, depending on the strength of the bias, thus fundamentally altering the behavior in
comparison to the standard linearly reinforced random walk.

Zusammenfassung
Diese Masterarbeit betrachtet (kanten-)selbstverstärkende Irrfahrten mit einigen Veränderun-

gen im Vergleich zur gängigen Definition. Es wird eine Übersicht über bekannte Ergebnisse
zum gängigen Modell gegeben und der Beweis, dass die linear selbstverstärkende Irrfahrt
auf Graphen mit beschränktem Grad und hinreichend kleinen anfänglichen Kantengewichten
rekurrent ist, wird wiederholt. Danach werden selbstverstärkende Irrfahrten mit mehreren
Walkern, die sich gegenseitig beeinflussen, untersucht. Die folgenden neuen Resultate werden
bewiesen: Auf einer Strecke mit drei Knoten ähneln die Kantengewichte einer Pólya-Urne und
der Anteil der Kantengewichte am Gesamtgewicht bildet ein konvergierendes Martingal. Auf
Z ist das Verhalten das gleiche wie für einen einzelnen Walker – entweder besuchen alle Walker
nur einen endlichen Teil des Graphen oder alle sind rekurrent. Zum Schluss wird die selbstver-
stärkende Irrfahrt mit Bias in eine bestimmte Richtung betrachtet, vor allem auf Z. Es wird
gezeigt, dass der Bias einen Phasenübergang zwischen Rekurrenz und Transienz verursachen
kann, der von der Stärke des Bias abhängt, und damit das Verhalten im Vergleich zur normalen
linear selbstverstärkenden Irrfahrt grundlegend ändert.
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1 Introduction

The central topic of this thesis is the edge-reinforced random walk (ERRW), a special type of
random walk on a graph. The edges in the graph are weighted, and the probability to leave a
node via one of the incident edges is proportional to the respective edge weight compared to
the weights of the other incident edges. Each time an edge is crossed, its weight is increased
according to some reinforcement scheme. Thus, it becomes more likely to visit parts of the
graph which have already been visited before again. Next to reviewing results on this model,
two modifications are considered: introducing multiple random walkers which influence each
other and introducing a bias in a certain direction.

The ERRW is harder to analyze compared to random processes which possess the Markov
property. In contrast to Markov chains (MCs), where the transition probabilities from one state
to another only depend on the current state, but not on the past, the transition probabilities
of the ERRW change over time as the edge weights are reinforced. The Markov property is
lost. However, for a certain class of ERRWs, namely the linearly edge-reinforced random walk
(LERRW), where the edge weights are increased by a constant increment upon every traversal,
the reinforced random walk is equal in law to a mixture of MCs, i.e. a MC with random tran-
sition probabilities. This equivalence was the basis for many of the known results for ERRWs,
since it allows us to use tools developed for MCs on the ERRW as well.

The new variations introduced in this thesis, multiple walkers and a bias, break this connec-
tion to MCs as well (at least in most of the considered cases, if not in all of them). The walk
can no longer be represented as a mixture of MCs, and has to be analyzed using different tech-
niques. The results presented here indicate that multiple walkers do not fundamentally change
the behavior of the LERRW, while a bias is strong enough to do so.

1.1 Literature

The ERRW, as well as its counterpart, the vertex-reinforced random walk (VRRW), have been
studied extensively, the first papers dating back to 1987, when the model was introduced by
Coppersmith and Diaconis. Even before, [9] showed that the LERRW (if certain assumption are
satisfied) has a representation as a mixture of MCs. Much later, [20] showed that this represen-
tation can be used for the LERRW on any graph, and [19] even gave a formula for the so-called
mixing measure on finite graphs. The mixing measure simply is the distribution of the random
transition probabilities in the mixture of MCs.

Relatively early, results for the LERRW on trees were obtained. [14, 15, 29] showed that
there is a phase transition between recurrence and transience in the initial edge weights. The
interesting case of Zd remained open much longer until [4, 5, 6] showed that for d ≥ 3, there
is again a transition from recurrence to transience in the initial weights. [7] proved that this
transition is sharp, i.e. there is a certain critical initial edge weight such that for smaller initial
weights, the random walk is recurrent, and transient for larger weights.

In parallel, the VRRW was analyzed, but with completely different tools (there is no repre-
sentation as a mixture of MCs). [8] analyzed the behavior of the VRRW on finite graphs with
the help of a so-called stochastic approximation: the evolution of the vertex weights is approx-
imated by a differential equation. [12, 13] proved that the VRRW (with linear reinforcement)
gets stuck on 5 nodes on Z, a result which could in part be generalized to arbitrary graphs:
[11] showed that the VRRW gets stuck with positive probability on certain finite subgraphs for
almost any graph. The behavior of the VRRW is thus largely different from the behavior of the
ERRW, and it was therefore unclear how the variations of the ERRW considered here would

8
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affect the random walk.

An overview of results on reinforced processes in general can be found in [1, 21]. These
surveys also show that reinforced random walks are closely related to urn processes, which
have a very similar reinforcement component to the linearly reinforced walks: in most urn
models, when a ball of a certain color is drawn, a fixed number of balls of the same color is
added to the urn. This is also a type of linear reinforcement, and urns have been used on many
occasions to analyze reinforced walks (see, for example, [14, 16]).

Reinforced walks with multiple walkers or with a bias have (to the best of our knowledge)
not been studied yet. There is however, another relevant part of the literature which deals with
Markovian random walks. Markov chains are still a vital tool to understand the more compli-
cated reinforced walks. [3, 10] are two very good resources for results and techniques which can
be applied to MCs. Finally, the references list additional sources which look at various aspects
of random walks, including more and different models for reinforced walks.

1.2 MainResults

The following results are presented in this thesis. After covering preliminary definitions in
Section 2, some of the most important results on reinforced random walks, in particular in
relation to this thesis, are presented in Section 3, without proof. Section 4 repeats the proof
of one such result: the recurrence of the LERRW on bounded-degree graphs for small initial
weights (see Theorem 4.4).

Section 5 covers the first new variation to the LERRW: multiple walkers influencing each
other. Corollary 5.9 shows that edge weights of the LERRW for 2 walkers on a segment of
3 nodes behave similarly to the proportion of balls in a Pólya urn, and it is conjectured in
Conjecture 5.10 that the limit of the edge weight proportions will have similar properties to the
limit of the proportion of balls in the urn. Theorem 5.17 considers the ERRW with more general
reinforcement and multiple walkers on Z and shows that its behavior is similar to the case with
a single walker: either all walkers are recurrent, or all walkers have finite range.

In Section 6, the LERRW on Z, but with an additional bias is considered. Lemma 6.2 proves
that, for a multiplicative bias, the probability to move in the direction of bias converges to 1
for nodes which are visited infinitely often. This might hint at transience, as noted in Conjec-
ture 6.5. For an additive bias, the representation as a mixture of MCs is recovered, allowing us
to show a phase transition between recurrence and transience in the bias in Theorem 6.7, and
it is even possible to show positive speed if the bias is strong enough in Theorem 6.8. Finally,
Section 6.3 considers the LERRW with a strong bias in the initial edge weights: the initial edge
weight to the right of a node z ∈ Z is set to λz for some parameter λ. The unfinished calculation
in Section 6.3 seems to indicate that the reinforced walk will be transient, i.e. that the initially
biased environment dominates the reinforcement. This is similar in spirit to [7, Theorem 4],
where it was shown that if the initial weights are set to the conductances of a recurrent MC,
then the LERRW is also recurrent. In Section 6.3, we have an initially transient environment.
However, there cannot be a theorem like [7, Theorem 4] for transience, as can already be seen
by looking at Theorem 4.4.

Finally, Section 7 reviews the results on the new variations of the ERRW obtained in this
thesis, and looks at the many open questions which still remain.

9
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2 Preliminaries

Throughout this thesis, random walks on finite and infinite connected graphs will be consid-
ered. All considered graphs will be locally finite, that is, the number of edges incident to a node
is always finite. The following notation is used in connection with graphs:

Definition 2.1 Graph

A (possibly infinite) graph G is a tuple (V, E) of vertices (or nodes) and edges, with E ⊆
{{u, v} | u, v ∈ V ∧ u ̸= v}. Sometimes, it is useful to consider directed edges, hence we
also define the set

−→
E := {(u, v) | u, v ∈ V ∧ {u, v} ∈ E} of directed edges. For e = (u, v) ∈

−→
E , we call ←−e := (v, u) the corresponding reversed edge, and we write ě = u, ê = v, so

e = (ě, ê). We write u ∼ v if {u, v} ∈ E. dist (u, v) is the edge length of the shortest
path between the two nodes and dist (v, e) is the minimum of the distances of v to the two
endpoints of e.

2.1 RandomWalks

One type of random walk on a graph is the RWRE, which is used as a tool to analyze reinforced
random walks. The RWRE is basically a Markov chain, but with random transition probabili-
ties, which are also referred to as the environment. The formal definition is as follows:

Definition 2.2 Random Walk in Random Environment

Consider a graph G = (V, E). Let c := (ce)e∈E be a collection of random variables over
some probability space with ce > 0. For v ∈ V, we further denote by cv := ∑u∈V:u∼v c{u,v}
the sum of the conductances of all adjacent edges, and assume cv > 0. The environment
Pc : V ×V → [0, 1] on the graph G is defined by

Pc (u, v) :=
c{u,v}

cu

The Markov chain (MC) (Xn)n≥0, conditioned on the knowledge of c, and starting at v ∈ V,
is now defined by

Pc
v [X0 = v] = 1 Pc

v [Xn+1 = t | Xn = u] = Pc (u, t)

Xn is a random walk taking values in V.

The distribution of c is called P, and is called the mixing measure, and the probability
measure Pv is defined by setting

Pv [·] :=
∫

Pc
v [·] P (dc)

(Xn)n≥0, distributed according to Pv, is called random walk in random environment
(RWRE), or mixture of MCs.

For more background on conductances as well as electrical networks and their relation to
random walks, [10] gives an excellent introduction (in Chapters 1 and 2).

We shall also use the following terminology:

10
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(1) πc : V → [0, ∞) is called a stationary measure for the MC given by the conductances c if
it satisfies πc (v) = ∑u∈V:u∼v πc (u) Pc (u, v) for all v ∈ V. πc is further called a stationary
distribution if it is a probability measure. Setting πc (v) := cv defines a stationary (and
reversible) measure.

(2) The MC given by c is called recurrent if Pc
v [Xn = v for infinitely many n] = 1, and tran-

sient otherwise. In the transient case, it holds that Pc
v [Xn = v for infinitely many n] = 0,

so the starting node v is only visited finitely often a.s., and Pc
v [∃n > 0 : Xn = v] < 1. In

the recurrent case, it holds that Pc
v [∃n > 0 : Xn = v] = 1 (obviously). Since the considered

MCs are a.s. irreducible (every node can be reached from every other node with positive
probability), this corresponds to the standard notion of recurrence and transience.

The MC is further called positive recurrent if the expected return time to the root is finite,
i.e. Ec

v [min {n > 0 : Xn = v}] < ∞ (this implies recurrence). Positive recurrence is equiv-
alent to the existence of a (unique) stationary distribution. Note that the existence of a
stationary measure does not imply the existence of a stationary distribution since the sta-
tionary measure may be infinite (if it is finite, it can always be normalized). Indeed, in the
null recurrent case (recurrent, but not positive recurrent), there exists a unique stationary
measure which is infinite.

We next define the ERRW, which is one of the main topics of this thesis. The ERRW is not a
MC since the transition probabilities change over time.

Definition 2.3Edge-Reinforced Random Walk

Consider a graph G = (V, E) and a counting function z : N≥0 × E → N≥0 where we set
z (0, e) = 0 for all e ∈ E. Let We : N≥0 → (0, ∞) be weight functions for e ∈ E. We now
define the evolution of z as well as the edge-reinforced random walk (ERRW) (Xn)n≥0 on
G as follows:

for n ≥ 1 : z (n, {u, v}) =
n

∑
i=1

1(Xi−1=u∧Xi=v)∨(Xi−1=v∧Xi=u)

i.e. z counts the number of edge traversals, and

Pv [X0 = v] = 1

Pv [Xn+1 = t | Xn = u, . . . , X0 = x0] =
W{u,t} (z (n, {u, t}))

∑s∈V:s∼u W{u,s} (z (n, {u, s}))

i.e. the probability to make a transition from u to t at time n is proportional to the weight
W{u,t} (z (n, {u, t})) associated to the edge {u, t}, which depends on the number of traver-
sals of the edge. We set

w (n, {u, t}) := W{u,t} (z (n, {u, t}))

The random variables w thus describe the evolution of the edge weights to which the tran-
sition probabilities are proportional.

It is also possible to make the edge weight depend on more than just the number of edge
traversals and the edge, but we restrict ourselves to this case in this thesis which is already
quite general. If We is the same for every e ∈ E, then we will write W instead of We. One
important choice of W is W (n) = 1+ n, which corresponds to starting with initial edge weights
1 everywhere and incrementing the weight of the traversed edge by 1 at every step. We define
the linearly edge-reinforced random walk (LERRW) in a way which is a little more general:

11
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the LERRW is the reinforced random walk where We (n) = ae + n for some choice of initial
weights (ae)e∈E ∈ (0, ∞)E.

Later, it will be useful to count the number of directed edge traversals. We therefore also
define the following counting function:

−→z (n, (u, v)) =
n

∑
i=1

1Xi−1=u∧Xi=v

Another type of random walk is obtained by using vertex weights instead of edge weights
for reinforcing.

Definition 2.4 Vertex-Reinforced Random Walk

Consider a graph G = (V, E) and a counting function z : N≥0 × V → N≥0 where we set
z (0, v) = 0 for all v ∈ V. Let Wv : N≥0 → (0, ∞) be weight functions for v ∈ V. We now
define the evolution of z as well as the vertex-reinforced random walk (VRRW) (Xn)n≥0
on G as follows:

for n ≥ 1 : z (n, v) =
n

∑
i=1

1Xi=v

i.e. z counts the number of vertex visits, and

Pv [X0 = v] = 1 Pv [Xn+1 = t | Xn = u, . . . , X0 = x0] =
Wt (z (n, t))

∑s∈V:s∼u Ws (z (n, s))

i.e. the probability to go from u to t at time n is proportional to the weight Wt (z (n, t))
associated to the node t, which depends on the number of visits to the node. We set

w (n, t) := Wt (z (n, t))

12
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3 SelectedResults

Here, we present known results on reinforced random walks to put the following sections into
context.

3.1 ReinforcedRandomWalks

3.1.1 Linearly Edge-ReinforcedRandomWalk

The following relation between LERRW and RWRE is a very important tool to analyze the
LERRW. Many previous results on the LERRW have been proved using the fact that the LERRW
is equal in distribution to a mixture of Markov chains, i.e. a MC with random transition prob-
abilities. MCs are well understood, thus this theorem allows us to use the tools we have for
MCs, and apply them to the non-Markovian LERRW.

Theorem 3.1Reinforced Walk as Mixture of Markov Chains ([4, Theorem 4], [20, Theorem 2.2], [9])

For a finite graph G with initial weights (ae)e∈E, the LERRW is equal in law to a RWRE
with a uniquely determined mixing measure P. For any e ∈ E, P [ce > 0] = 1. In particular,
if the probability measure corresponding to the LERRW is denoted by Pv, then

Pv [·] =
∫

Pc
v [·] P (dc)

with the notation from Definition 2.2.

We next turn to the LERRW on trees. Using Theorem 3.1, one can show that

Theorem 3.2Phase Transition of Reinforced Walk on Trees ([14, 16])

Let T be a an infinite tree. Consider the LERRW on T with initial weights a > 0. Let ∆0 be
the solution to the equation

Γ
(

2+∆
4∆

)2

Γ
(

1
2∆

)
Γ
(

1+∆
2∆

) =
1

br (T)

where br (T) is the branching number of the tree T (a measure of the number of children
per node, the branching number is equal to the number of children for regular trees; see
[16, Definition 2.6] for the exact definition). Then the LERRW on T is

(i) a.s. transient if a > 1
∆0

(ii) a.s. recurrent if a < 1
∆0

.

The expected return time to the root is always infinite.

The same holds for Galton-Watson trees with br (T) replaced by the mean number of
children, if the mean is > 1 and conditioned upon non-extinction.

On Z, the LERRW is recurrent for any choice of initial weight a.

13
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In this thesis, a recurrence result for the LERRW on general graphs will be shown. It is a part
of the following theorem, for which we also need to define the Cheeger constant. A graph is
called nonamenable if there is a constant h > 0 such that for any finite set of nodes A ⊆ V,
|∂A| ≥ h |A| where ∂A = {v ∈ V \ A : dist (v, A) = 1}, i.e. ∂A is the set of nodes which are
outside of A, but direct neighbors to a node within A. The Cheeger constant is the largest such
constant h, and can be defined as follows:

h (G) := inf
{
|∂A|
|A| : A ⊆ V finite

}

Theorem 3.3 LERRW on General Graphs ([4, 5, 6])

Let G be any graph. Consider the LERRW with initial edge weight a for every edge. Then:

(i) for every constant K, there exists some a0 > 0 such that if all degrees of G are
bounded by K, the LERRW on G is recurrent if a ∈ (0, a0).

(ii) for every constant K, and any c0 > 0, there exists some a0 > 0 such that if all degrees
of G are bounded by K, and if h (G) ≥ c0, then the LERRW on G is transient if a > a0.

(iii) for G = Z3 and G = Zd with any d ≥ 3, there exists some a0 > 0 such that the
LERRW on G is transient if a > a0.

Part (i) of the theorem above is shown in this thesis in Theorem 4.4. Next to the above, and
next to other results which are not listed here, the following is known about the LERRW:

• On Z3 and Zd with any d ≥ 3, there is a sharp phase transition between recurrence and
transience of the LERRW in the initial edge weights. If the initial edge weights are all set
to a constant a > 0, then there is a critical threshold a0 such that the LERRW on Zd is
recurrent if a < a0 and transient if a > a0. See [7, Theorem 3].

• On any locally finite graph, if a random walk with given conductances on the edges is
recurrent, then so is the LERRW if these conductances are used as initial edge weights.
See [7, Theorem 4].

• The VRJP (vertex-reinforced jump process) is a continuous-time version of the LERRW.
The process (Yt)t≥0 takes values in the vertices of a graph with conductances We on the
edges. If we are at vertex v at time t, then, conditional on (Ys, s ≤ t), the process jumps to
a neighbor u of v at rate W{v,u} · Lu (t) with

Lu (t) = 1 +
∫ t

0
1Ys=u ds

Up to an exponential time change, and using independent Gamma-distributed conduc-
tances, this has the same distribution as the following model of a continuous-time LERRW
when looked at at jump times. In order to make the LERRW continuous, we can add
clocks on every edge. The time of an edge runs only when the process is in a node ad-
jacent to it, and the alarm of an edge rings at exponential times with the rate of the edge
weight (i.e. the rates are increasing). When an alarm rings, then the process immediately
traverses the corresponding edge.

The VRJP is distributed as a mixture of time-changed Markov jump processes, just as the
LERRW is distributed as a mixture of Markov chains.

The results on the LERRW basically also apply to the VRJP (or the other way round). See
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[5] for more details.

• For the LERRW on finite graphs (with arbitrary initial weights), there is a “magic for-
mula”: The LERRW is a mixture of Markov chains where the mixing measure can be
given explicitly: if the edge weights are normalized to sum to one, they converge to a
random limit on the unit simplex. The law can be given as a density w.r.t. the Lebesgue
measure on the unit simplex, and the LERRW is distributed as a mixture of (reversible)
MCs with the weights chosen according to this same measure (the weights are not inde-
pendent across edges). See [19].

The main reason why this is true and also the basis of the proof is partial exchangeability,
i.e. two finite paths have the same probability if the edges are traversed the same number
of times (this is easy to see: the probability of a path is a product of fractions; for nomina-
tors, consider the edges, for denominators, the vertices, to see that the order of traversals
is irrelevant).

For recurrent LERRWs in general, we can use a de Finetti theorem on MCs, by consid-
ering blocks of excursions from the starting vertex (these are iid conditioned on some
parameter) instead of balls drawn as for the most basic de Finetti theorem. See [9].

• The RWRE representation for the LERRW also exists for infinite graphs and in particular
transient LERRW (no explicit formula for the mixing measure is known). See [20].

Just in order to mention that there is more than just linear reinforcement: there is stronger than
linear reinforcement which can lead to being stuck on a single edge, and there is the once-
reinforced random walk (where the edge weight is only increased on the first visit and then
stays constant) which is even more difficult to analyze, little is known about it.

This thesis adapts the LERRW and adds multiple walkers or a bias to the model. Section 5
and Section 6 add some results to the list above.

3.1.2 Vertex-ReinforcedRandomWalk

There are some changes in behavior if vertex weights instead of edge weights are reinforced. A
short overview of known results:

• On any complete graph, the linearly vertex-reinforced random walk converges to uni-
form vertex occupation (meaning that the time spent at each vertex, divided by the total
time, will converge to a uniform distribution, so the vertex weights will all be of the same
order). On any finite graph fulfilling a non-degeneracy condition, vertex occupation con-
verges to a rest point of a differential equation approximating the evolution of the vertex
weights. See [8].

• On Z, the VRRW (linear reinforcement) is eventually trapped on an interval of 5 vertices,
the middle vertex is visited with frequency 1

2 , its neighbors with positive frequency, and
the two outer vertices are visited infinitely often but at frequency 0. See [13].

• On Z2, the VRRW (linear reinforcement) is trapped with positive probability on 13 ver-
tices (a diamond with 1

2 -frequency core and with 0-frequency boundary) and with pos-
itive probability on 12 vertices (square with 0-frequency boundary). See [11]. It still re-
mains an open question whether the VRRW is trapped with probability 1.

• On any graph of bounded degree, the VRRW (linear reinforcement) is trapped with pos-
itive probability on finitely many vertices which form a complete n-partite graph with
outer boundary such that every vertex in the outer boundary is not connected to one of
the partitions plus one extra node. See [11].
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• On any tree of bounded degree, the VRRW (linear reinforcement) is trapped with proba-
bility 1 on a finite subgraph. See [11].

• On a tree with Kn children for every node on level n, where ∑ K−1
n < ∞, there is a positive

probability for the VRRW (linear reinforcement) to move away from the root on every
single step (transience), but also a positive probability to get trapped (finite range), so
there is no 0-1-law. See [11].

These results show that an apparently small change in the model can dramatically affect
the behavior of the random walk. Instead of being recurrent or transient, as the LERRW, the
VRRW with linear reinforcement has finite range (gets stuck on a finite subgraph) with positive
probability. This is one of the reasons why it was interesting to study variations to the model of
the ERRW, in order to better understand which changes in the model cause which effects.

3.2 UrnModels

Urn models are closely related to reinforced random walks since they are also an example of
a reinforced random process: usually, balls are drawn uniformly at random, and more balls of
the drawn color are added. Hence, the fraction of balls of a certain color is reinforced upon
drawing a ball of the same color.

3.2.1 PólyaUrn

Consider a Pólya urn, starting with w white and b black balls. At every time step, draw a ball
from the urn, and put it back along with ∆ more balls of the same color. Call wn and bn the
number of white and black balls after the n-th draw, so w0 = w and b0 = b. Then:

Theorem 3.4 Pólya Urn ([14, Lemma 1])

The fraction of white balls wn
wn+bn

is a martingale, and it thus converges to a limit random
variable L which is distributed according to a Beta distribution:

L ∼ B
(

w
∆

,
b
∆

)
The sequence of balls drawn is equal in law to a mixture of iid sequences. Indeed, condi-
tioned on L, the sequence of balls drawn is distributed as an iid sequence where a white
ball is drawn with probability L.

The fact that the sequence of draws is distributed as a mixture of iid sequences follows from
de Finetti’s theorem, which is applicable since the draws are exchangeable: the probability of
a certain sequence of draws occurring depends only on the number of white and black balls in
the sequence, but not on their order. This is very similar to what we already saw in Theorem 3.1,
and indeed, the same arguments are used in the proof. Another thing to note is that Theorem 3.4
does not only hold when w, b and ∆ are integers, but also when they are replaced by any positive
real numbers. In other words, it is also possible to have only a fraction of a ball in the urn.

In Section 5, Corollary 5.9 and Conjecture 5.10 show that something similar to a two-player
Pólya urn (where two players draw balls and do not put them back immediately) exhibits very
similar properties to that of the standard one-player Pólya urn.
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3.2.2 RandomlyReinforcedUrn

Consider the following urn model: initially, the urn contains b0 black and w0 white balls. The
numbers bn and wn of balls contained in the urn in the n-th step is determined as follows. Draw
a ball uniformly at random from the urn with bn−1 black balls and wn−1 white balls. If the ball
is black, replace it with Mn black balls. If the ball is white, replace it with Nn white balls. Mn
and Nn are series of independent random variables on the nonnegative natural numbers and
all Mn have the common distribution µ, all Nn have the common distribution ν. It is assumed
that µ and ν both have finite support. Call zn = bn

bn+wn
the fraction of black balls in the urn.

Denote by Bn, Wn, Zn the corresponding random variables.

Theorem 3.5Randomly Reinforced Urn ([18, Theorem 4.1])

If the following assumptions hold (and µ and ν both have finite support, as stated above)

(i) b0 > 0 (at least one black ball in the urn at the beginning)

(ii) µ ({0}) = 0 (if a black ball is drawn, it is replaced by at least one black ball)

(iii) µ ≥st ν (µ stochastically dominates ν)

(iv) E [Mn] =
∫

N
x µ (dx) >

∫
N

x ν (dx) = E [Nn] (the expected number of black balls
added is bigger than the expected number of white balls added)

Then limn→∞ Zn = limn→∞
Bn

Bn+Wn
= 1 a.s. (the fraction of black balls converges almost

surely to 1).

Theorem 3.5 covers a large class of urns, including urns with deterministic reinforcement
where a different number of balls is added depending on the color.
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4 Recurrence of Edge-ReinforcedRandomWalk

In this section, we repeat the proof of the known result that the LERRW is recurrent on any
bounded-degree graph for small initial weights. We already know that the LERRW has an
equivalent representation as a RWRE with random conductances ce on the edges. If we further
normalize these conductances by setting cv0 = 1 where v0 is the starting vertex of the LERRW
(we will assume this normalization in the following sections), then we can give a more precise
statement of what we want to show. We consider the weight function W (n) = a + n and are
interested in the following result, given in [4, Theorem 2]: if G is a graph with degree at most
K, if the LERRW is recurrent on G for any choice of initial weights, and if s ∈

(
0, 1

4

)
, then

there is some a0 > 0, depending on s and K, such that for initial weights a ∈ (0, a0) we have
Ev0 [c

s
e] ≤ 2K

(
C (s, K)

√
a
)dist(v0,e) where C (s, K) solely depends on K and s. In particular, for

a small enough, we have exponential decay in the expected conductances ce of the random
environment corresponding to the LERRW (exponential decay with increasing distance, and
with the conductances raised to the s-th power). As a consequence, we can prove under almost
the same assumptions, but without requiring a priori that the random walk is recurrent, that
the LERRW is recurrent for a small enough.

The proof given here will follow the proof given in [4, Section 2] with only minor modifica-
tions, which hopefully make a proof which was already really well presented in [4] even easier
to understand. So the mathematics presented here was really done by [4]. The main idea is to
estimate the ratios ce

c f
for edges e and f which are incident on the same vertex by comparing

with a corresponding ratio of numbers of edge traversals of the LERRW, under the assump-
tion that the random walk is recurrent. We then bound the estimated ratio as well as the error
caused by the estimation to conclude.

4.1 EstimatingConductanceRatios

The first step is to construct an estimate of conductance ratios. Our final goal will be to bound
the expectation of cs

e for any edge e. We therefore choose an arbitrary directed edge e ∈ −→E
to begin with. Next, we will define a path from the starting vertex v0 to e and estimate the
conductance ratios along this path, which will result in an estimate for ce. The construction of
the path is as follows: for the edge e = (ě, ê), we can find the directed edge e′ through which
ě was first reached by the LERRW (or the RWRE, depending on your point of view). If e is
traversed before its corresponding inverse ←−e , then e′ ̸= e as undirected edges. Since e′ must
have been traversed before its inverse, by its definition, it is possible to iterate this construction
until the starting vertex v0 is reached. This results in a (random) path γe = (. . . , e′′, e′, e) starting
from v0 and ending with e (the path can be a loop if ê = v0). For a deterministic path γ, we call
Dγ the event that for the last edge e of γ, we have γe = γ, and that e is traversed before←−e .

For e such that e′ ̸=←−e , we now estimate the ratio ce
ce′

(i.e. the ratio of the conductances of two
edges along one of the paths constructed above) by

Q (e) :=
Me

M f
where f :=

←−
e′ , an estimate for R (e) :=

ce

ce′
(4.1)

where Me counts the number of times the directed edge e was crossed in the right direction
before the edge f was crossed in the right direction by the random walk, if e is crossed before
f . In this case, M f is set to 1. Otherwise, M f counts the number of times f was crossed before
e, and Me is 1. In other words, Me and M f count the numbers of directed edge crossings of e
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and f until both edges have been traversed by the random walk. Since both edges lead out of
the same vertex, this can also be seen as counting the number of departures from ě until both
edges were used.

v0

ě êee′

f

e′′

M f = number of
departures from ě along f

until both e and f used

Me = number of
departures from ě along e

until both e and f used

Q (e) =
Me

M f
, an estimate for R (e) =

ce

ce′

γe = (e′′, e′, e)

Figure 1: Estimating conductance ratios

We next define the deterministic set of simple paths (or loops, if one of the endpoints of e is
v0) Γe as the set of paths which end with e or←−e . So, Γe is the set of possible values which the
random path γe (or γ←−e , if←−e is traversed before e) can take. We now have

Ev0 [c
s
e] = ∑

γ∈Γe

Ev0

[
cs

e · 1Dγ

]
≤ ∑

γ∈Γe

Ev0

[(
ce

cγ1

)s
· 1Dγ

]
where γ1 is the first edge of γ. Recall that we normalized the environment such that cv0 = 1, so
in particular, cγ1 ≤ 1 since γ1 leads out of v0.

One of the assumptions we started with was that we already know that the LERRW is recur-
rent. This implies that e will be visited a.s. and therefore the partition into possible paths γ ∈ Γe
does indeed cover the whole probability space. Furthermore, by Theorem 3.1 and [9], the con-
ductances in the random environment corresponding to the LERRW are uniquely defined and
we can therefore look at ce

cγ1
.

We now want to compare the estimated conductance ratios along the path γe with the real
conductance ratios. If we fix a path γ ending in e and Dγ occurs, then

ce

cγ1

= ∏
f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

R ( f ) = ∏
f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

R ( f )
Q ( f )︸ ︷︷ ︸

error

∏
f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )︸ ︷︷ ︸
estimate

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

Ev0

[(
ce

cγ1

)s
· 1Dγ

]
≤ Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
R ( f )
Q ( f )

)2s
· 1Dγ

] 1
2

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )2s · 1Dγ

] 1
2

The above equation allows us to bound the expectation of the error introduced by the esti-
mate separately from the expectation of the estimate. The following two sections will bound
the two terms on the right hand side. Then, we will be able to show exponential decay of the
edge conductances in the distance to the starting vertex for graphs on which the LERRW is
recurrent, a result which can subsequently actually be used to show recurrence of the LERRW
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itself.

4.2 Bounding the Error

Lemma 4.1 Error Bound ([4, Lemma 7])

Let G be a graph, v0 ∈ V the starting vertex, and a ∈ (0, ∞) such that the LERRW on G with
initial weights equal to a is recurrent. Then, for any e ∈ E, any γ ∈ Γe, and any s ∈ (0, 1):

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
R ( f )
Q ( f )

)s
· 1Dγ

]
≤ C (s)|γ|−1

where C (s) is a constant depending solely on s and |γ| is the length of the path γ.

Note that the bound of the error given above shows that we have at most an exponential
increase of our error in the length of the path γ. The corresponding bound of the estimated
ratios will balance this potentially exponentially increasing error.

Proof R and Q depend in general on the random path γe (which was defined recursively as the
path of first entrance edges in the section above). For a deterministic path γ, we can define Rγ

and Qγ for edges f ∈ γ, f ̸= γ1 as we defined R and Q for the random path: if f ∈ γ, and if
f ′ ∈ γ is the preceding edge in the path, then Rγ ( f ) = c f c−1

f ′ , and Qγ ( f ) is the ratio of exits

from f̌ along f and
←−
f ′ until both edges have been visited (see Equation 4.1). We have, for fixed

γ

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
R ( f )
Q ( f )

)s
· 1Dγ

]
≤ Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
Rγ ( f )
Qγ ( f )

)s
]

This inequality holds since Rγ ( f ) = R ( f ) and Qγ ( f ) = Q ( f ) if Dγ occurs. The inequality is a
crude bound but sufficient for our purposes.

We want to show a bound on the error of estimating the conductance ratios. It is therefore
necessary to look at the RWRE description of the random walk, and we will now condition on
a particular vector c of conductances being chosen. We then show that for every such vector,
the bound above holds, and this will give the desired result. So from now on, assume we have
conductances c. Rγ ( f ) is then also a fixed number, since it only depends on the conductances.
The Qγ ( f ), on the other hand, are independent for any two different edges if we condition
on the conductances c. This is because we just count directed exits from f̌ , and we can couple
these with iid sequences of random variables (Zv

n)n≥1 for every node v where Zv
n takes values

in the edges incident to node v, and is distributed such that an edge e appears with probability

ce

(
∑ f∋v c f

)−1
. These Zv

n are iid for every node, and independent for different nodes.

By the independence of the Qγ ( f ) (conditioned on c), we have

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
Rγ ( f )
Qγ ( f )

)s
∣∣∣∣∣ c

]
= ∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Ev0

[(
Rγ ( f )
Qγ ( f )

)s ∣∣∣∣ c
]

= ∏
f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Ev0

( c f

c f ′
·

M←−
f ′ ,γ

M f ,γ

)s
∣∣∣∣∣∣ c


where f ′ is the edge preceding f in γ and M f ,γ is defined as M f in Equation 4.1 but with the
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deterministic path γ instead of the random path γe. To finish the proof, it is therefore sufficient
to show that, for any edge f ∈ γ preceded by f ′,

Ev0

( c f

c f ′
·

M←−
f ′ ,γ

M f ,γ

)s
∣∣∣∣∣∣ c

 ≤ C (s)

where C (s) does not depend on the conductance vector c we condition on.

v0

f̌ = v f̂

ff ′

e

f ′′

Me,γ = number of
departures from v along e

until both e and f used

M f ,γ = number of
departures from v along f

until both e and f used

Qγ ( f ) =
M f ,γ

Me,γ
, an estimate for Rγ ( f ) =

c f

ce

γ = ( f ′′, f ′, f )

Figure 2: Estimating conductance ratios along a deterministic path γ

Write v = f̌ , e =
←−
f ′ (see Figure 2 for reference). The law of Me,γ and M f ,γ is determined

by the iid sequence (Zv
n)n≥1 (since we condition on c), and does not depend on other edges

incident to v: it is only relevant with which probability the two edges appear relative to each
other in the sequence. We can therefore assume w.l.o.g. that only e and f appear in the sequence
Zv

n with probabilities p and q = 1− p, respectively. Then

Ev0

[(
c f

ce
·

Me,γ

M f ,γ

)s ∣∣∣∣∣ c

]
=

( c f

ce

)s
(

∑
k≥1

ks ·Pv0 [k exits from v along e, then exit v along f ]

+ ∑
k≥1

k−s ·Pv0 [k exits from v along f , then exit v along e]

)

=

(
q
p

)s
(

∑
k≥1

ks pkq + ∑
k≥1

k−sqk p

)
⊛
≤
(

q
p

)s (
q−s p + C (s) qps) = p1−s + C (s) q1+s ≤ 2C (s)

Since the bound is independent of p and q and thereby independent of the choice of the con-
ductances c, this completes the proof, up to showing ⊛. Note that the bound can be improved,
dependent on the value of s. We show ⊛ using the following observations. If X ∼ Geo≥0 (q)
is a random variable with geometric distribution of parameter q, i.e. P [X = k] = pkq, then we
can write

E [Xs] = ∑
k≥1

ks pkq ≤ pq−s ⇐⇒ E
[
(qX)s] ≤ p (4.2)

Now, proving that the inequality in Equation 4.2 holds will show the bound on the first sum
in ⊛. Note that the function f (s) = xs is convex for arbitrary choice of x > 0. Therefore,
g (s) = E

[
(qX)s] is convex in s. As X takes values in the integers, we have that E

[
(qX)s] =

qsE [Xs] ≤ E [X] < ∞ for s ∈ (0, 1). By dominated convergence, g (s) is therefore continuous
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in s, and can be continued continuously to the interval s ∈ [0, 1]. For s = 1, we have g (1) =
qE [X] = q · p

q = p, and for s = 0, we have

lim
s→0

g (s) = lim
s→0

E
[
(qX)s] = E

[
lim
s→0

(qX)s
]
= E

[
1{X>0}

]
= p

By convexity of g, we conclude that g (s) ≤ p for all s ∈ (0, 1), which proves Equation 4.2.

For bounding the second sum, let X ∼ Geo≥1 (p) be a random variable with geometric dis-
tribution of parameter p, but which takes values in N \ {0}, so P [X = k] = qk−1 p where k ≥ 1.
Then we can write

q ·E
[
X−s] = q · ∑

k≥1
k−sqk−1 p = ∑

k≥1
k−sqk p ≤ C (s) qps ⇐⇒ E

[
(pX)−s

]
≤ C (s) (4.3)

Now, g (p) = E
[
(pX)−s

]
is decreasing in p (to see this, note that E

[
(pX)−s

]
= p1−s

1−p ·Lis (1− p)
where Li denotes the polylogarithm, derive: https://bit.ly/3BOmLjP, and analyze the deriva-
tive: https://bit.ly/3RVn5CA), so it is sufficient to show that limp→0 g (p) =: C (s) exists and
is finite. Note that for p → 0, pX converges in distribution to a random variable Y which is
Exp (1)-distributed (we have that P [pX > t] → e−t for p → 0). Therefore, limp→0 g (p) =
E [Y−s] = Γ (1− s) < ∞ for s ∈ (0, 1). Thus, we can choose C (s) = Γ (1− s) in Equa-
tion 4.3.

4.3 Bounding the Estimate

Lemma 4.2 Estimate Bound ([4, Lemma 8])

Let G be a graph with degree at most K, v0 ∈ V the starting vertex, and a ∈ (0, ∞) such
that the LERRW on G with initial weights equal to a is recurrent. Then, for any e ∈ E, any
γ ∈ Γe, and any s ∈

(
0, 1

2

)
:

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )s · 1Dγ

]
≤ (C (s, K) a)|γ|−1

where C (s) is a constant depending solely on s and K.

Choosing a small enough, the bound above shows that the estimated ratios decrease ex-
ponentially and fast enough to balance the potential error caused by the estimation given in
Lemma 4.1.

Proof The idea of the proof is to find iid random variables Q ( f ) which stochastically dominate the
variables Q ( f ) on all edges of the deterministic path γ, provided that Dγ occurs. It is then
much easier to bound the expectation of the random variables Q ( f ). We start by fixing γ and
now want to define Q ( f ) such that Q ( f ) ≤ Q ( f ) for all f ∈ γ, f ̸= γ1 on the event Dγ.

For every such edge f , we define two independent series of Bernoulli random variables (also
independent of the corresponding series for different edges)

(
Yj
)

j≥0 and
(

Y′j
)

j≥0
:

P
[
Yj = 1

]
=

a
j + 1 + 2a

= 1−P
[
Yj = 0

]
P
[
Y′j = 1

]
=

1 + a
2j + 1 + Ka

= 1−P
[
Y′j = 0

]
Intuitively, and up to some technical details, these variables are used as follows. Recall that
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f ′ was the edge through which f̌ = v was first reached (which is the edge preceding f in γ

on the event Dγ) and we set again e =
←−
f ′ . We want to bound Q ( f ) =

M f
Me

, hence we want
to upper bound M f , the number of exits along f until both edges were used, and we want to
lower bound Me. First, Y′0 = 1 represents the event that on the first visit to v, we depart along
e, and sometimes also if Y′0 = 0. Y′0 = 1 is thus a lower bound for the departure along e. Now,

• if Y′0 = 0, i.e. if the first departure was not necessarily along e, and e was not used yet:
then, for n ≥ 1, on the n-th visit to v, we will couple the random walk with the variables
Y′ such that we depart along e if Y′n−1 = 1, and sometimes also if Y′n−1 = 0. Y′n−1 = 1
lower bounds the event that e is crossed.

• if Y′0 = 1, i.e. if the first departure was along e, and if f was not used yet: then, for n ≥ 1,
on the n-th visit to v where v is left along f or e, we will couple the random walk with
the variables Y such that we depart along e if Yn−1 = 0, and sometimes also if Yn−1 = 1.
Yn−1 = 1 upper bounds the event that f is crossed.

We now set

Q ( f ) =
M f

Me
where

M f = min
{

j ≥ 1 : Y′j = 1
}

and Me = 1 if Y′0 = 0

Me = min
{

j ≥ 1 : Yj = 1
}

and M f = 1 if Y′0 = 1

First exit not necessarily along e, Y′0 = 0

f̌ = v f̂

ff ′

e

Weights at the n-th visit to v:
z (t, e) + a ≥ 1 + a ?

z (t, f ) + a = a
Total weight of adjacent edges:

2n− 1 + deg (v) a ≤ 2n− 1 + Ka

P [exit along e] ≥ 1+a
2n−1+Ka = P

[
Y′n−1 = 1

]

First exit along e, Y′0 = 1

f̌ = v f̂

ff ′

e

Weights at the n-th time at which
v is exited along e or f :

? z (t, f ) + a = a
Total weight of edges e and f :

z (t, e) + 2a ≥ n + 2a

P [exit along f ] ≤ a
n+2a = P [Yn−1 = 1]

Figure 3: Bounding Q with the help of Bernoulli random variables

The figure above demonstrates why the indicated coupling is possible. We are in the situation
where v has not yet been exited along both e and f . On the left, the first exit from v was not
necessarily along e, and we want to lower bound the probability to exit along e on the n-th visit
to v. v was first reached by f ′, so the weight of the edge e must already be at least 1 + a, which
yields the desired lower bound of P

[
Y′n−1 = 1

]
. On the right, the first exit from v was along e,

and we want to upper bound the probability to exit along f , if we already know that we exit
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along one of the two edges e and f . Since we look at the situation that not both edges have been
used yet, f cannot have been used yet (also not in reverse direction, at least not on the event
Dγ), so its weight is still a. The weight of e, on the other hand must be at least n + a if this is the
n-th time at which we exit along one of these two edges (it could be higher, since e might also
have been used in the reverse direction). This yields the upper bound of P [Yn−1 = 1].

The preceding paragraphs hopefully gave enough details to intuitively understand how the
random walk and the variables Y and Y′ should be coupled, and why Q is an upper bound for
Q. If not, the technical details will be given at the end of the proof. Assuming that we know that
Q ( f ) ≤ Q ( f ) for all f ∈ γ, f ̸= γ1 on the event Dγ, we can now finish the prove as follows.

Let s ∈
(

0, 1
2

)
. We have E

[
Q ( f )s] = E

[
Q ( f )s

1Y′0=0

]
+ E

[
Q ( f )s

1Y′0=1

]
.

If Y′0 = 0, then Me = 1. In addition,

P
[
Y′0 = 0, M f = n

]
= P

[
Y′0 = 0

]
·P
[
Y′n = 1

]
·

n−1

∏
j=1

P
[
Y′j = 0

]
=

(K− 1) a
1 + Ka︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ Ka

1+Ka

· 1 + a
2n + 1 + Ka︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤ 1+Ka

2n

·
n−1

∏
j=1

(
1− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka

)

≤ Ka
2n
·

n−1

∏
j=1

(
1− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka

)

For the terms in the product, we have the following estimate, since a > 0:

1 + a
2j + 1 + Ka

≥ min
{

1
2j + 1

,
a

Ka

}
= min

{
1

2j + 1
,

1
K

}
=⇒ 1− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka
≤ exp

(
− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka

)
≤ exp

(
−min

{
1

2j + 1
,

1
K

})
Note that − 1

2j+1 = − 1
2j +

1
j(4j+2) ≤ −

1
2j +

1
4j2 . Therefore,

n−1

∏
j=1

(
1− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka

)
≤ exp

(
−

n−1

∑
j=1

1
2j

+
n−1

∑
j=1

1
4j2

+ C1 (K)

)

where 0 < C1 (K) < ∞ accounts for the fact that for only finitely many j ∈ N, we have that
min

{
1

2j+1 , 1
K

}
= 1

K . We conclude, since ∑∞
j=1

1
4j2 < ∞,

n−1

∏
j=1

(
1− 1 + a

2j + 1 + Ka

)
≤ exp

(
−

n

∑
j=1

1
2j

+ C2 (K)

)
≤ eC2(K) exp

(
−1

2
ln (n)

)

We can therefore conclude

P
[
Y′0 = 0, M f = n

]
≤ Ka

2n
· eC2(K) · n−

1
2 = C (K) an−

3
2
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This yields, noting that s ∈
(

0, 1
2

)
and therefore s− 3

2 < −1:

E
[

Q ( f )s
1Y′0=0

]
= ∑

n≥1
nsP

[
Y′0 = 0, M f = n

]
≤ ∑

n≥1
C (K) ans− 3

2 = C (K) a ∑
n≥1

ns− 3
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

<∞

≤ C (s, K) a

If Y′0 = 1, then M f = 1. In addition,

P
[
Y′0 = 1, Me = n

]
≤ P [Yn = 1] =

a
n + 1 + 2a

≤ a
n

E
[

Q ( f )s
1Y′0=1

]
= ∑

n≥1
n−sP

[
Y′0 = 1, Me = n

]
≤ ∑

n≥1
an−1−s < C (s) a

Thus (recall that the random variables Q were constructed to be iid),

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )s · 1Dγ

]
≤ Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )s · 1Dγ

]
≤ Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )s

]
= ∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Ev0

[
Q ( f )s]

= ∏
f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
E
[

Q ( f )s
1Y′0=0

]
+ E

[
Q ( f )s

1Y′0=1

])
≤ (C (s, K) a)|γ|−1

This finishes the proof up to the technical details of the coupling of the random variables Y, Y′

and the domination of Q by Q.

The intuition for how the random variables Y, Y′ should be coupled with the LERRW was
already given in Figure 3: the events Y = 1 and Y′ = 1 upper and lower bound the events
that a certain edge in the deterministic path γ (which was fixed at the beginning of the proof)
is crossed. We now give the details of the coupling by constructing the LERRW depending on
the values taken by Y, Y′, and some additional randomness. If the random walker already did
t steps and is at vertex v, then the LERRW proceeds as follows (v ∈ γ shall denote that v is in
the interior of the path γ, i.e. not one of its endpoints):

• If v /∈ γ, then the next edge is chosen as always in the LERRW: according to the current
reinforced edge weights after the first t steps. The choice of edge is independent of the
variables Y, Y′.

• If v ∈ γ and the first t steps of the LERRW show that Dγ does not occur, then, as in
the previous case, the next edge is chosen according to the edge weights independently
of Y, Y′. We can ignore the values of the variables Y, Y′ here because we only claimed
Q ≤ Q if Dγ occurs. The first t steps of the LERRW are inconsistent with Dγ if an edge in
γ is traversed only after its inverse or if the first arrival to some node in γ was not through
the preceding edge in γ.

• If v ∈ γ and the value of Q is already determined by the first t steps of the LERRW, then
we again ignore Y, Y′. By Q being determined we mean that v = f̌ with f ∈ γ and both f

as well as e =
←−
f ′ have already been traversed.

In all remaining cases, we thus have that the first t steps of the LERRW are are consistent with
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Dγ occurring, and that v ∈ γ, i.e. v = f̌ with γ1 ̸= f ∈ γ. Again, call e =
←−
f ′ . As we are not

in the last case, we have that f and e have not both been traversed yet. The following cases
remain:

• The walker is at v for the first time. All incident edges thus have weight a, except for
e, which has weight 1 + a. The probability to take e is 1+a

1+deg(v)a ≥
1+a

1+Ka = P [Y′0 = 1].
The LERRW will be coupled as follows: whenever Y′0 = 1, the walk exits along e, and
sometimes also if Y′0 = 0.

• Later visits to v, Y′0 = 0 (the walk did not necessarily exit along e after the first visit). If v
is visited for the n-th time, then the weight of e is still at least 1 + a, and the total weight
of all incident edges is 2n− 1 + deg (v) a. The probability to take e is therefore

z (t, e) + a
2n− 1 + deg (v) a

≥ 1 + a
2n− 1 + Ka

= P
[
Y′n−1 = 1

]
where z (t, e) was the number of undirected traversals of e up to time t. The LERRW will
now be coupled such that it takes e if Y′n−1 = 1, and sometimes also if Y′n−1 = 0.

• Later visits to v, Y′0 = 1 (the walk exited along e after the first visit). f has not been
traversed yet since not both f and e have been traversed already. As the first t steps are
consistent with Dγ,

←−
f has also not been traversed yet, and therefore, the weight of f is

a. We now decide, independently of Y, Y′ and with probabilities corresponding to the
current edge weights, whether one of the edges f , e will be used or not. In the latter case,
the variables Y, Y′ are ignored again. If f or e is used, and this happens for the n-th time,
then z (t, e) ≥ n since f was not traversed yet, and since e was also traversed in the other
direction at least once. The probability to choose f from f , e is

a
z (t, e) + 2a

≤ a
n + 2a

= P [Yn−1 = 1]

We couple the LERRW such that if Yn−1 = 0, then e is chosen, and sometimes also if
Yn−1 = 1.

To finish the proof, we give some details on why Q ( f ) ≤ Q ( f ) on Dγ (fix some edge γ1 ̸=
f ∈ γ with the usual notation). Hence we assume that Dγ occurs.

• If Y′0 = 0 (the walk did not necessarily exit along e after the first visit), then only the
variables Y′ are relevant. At every visit to v (until e is used), one variable Y′ is considered.
By the coupling given above, e is used at the latest when Y′n−1 = 1 for the first time,
during the n-th visit to v. At this point, f can have been taken at most n− 1 times. We
have

Q ( f ) ≤ M f ≤ n− 1 = M f = Q ( f )

• If Y′0 = 1 (the walk exited along e after the first visit), then only the variables Y are relevant.
At every visit to v where f or e is used, one variable Y is considered. f is used at the
earliest when Yn−1 = 1 for the first time, during the n-th visit where one of f , e is used.
At this point, e will have been taken at least n− 1 times. We have

Q ( f ) =
1

Me
≤ 1

n− 1
=

1
Me

= Q ( f )
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4.4 Proof of Recurrence

Before we arrive at the final result, we are now able to finish the last intermediate step:

Theorem 4.3Exponential Conductance Decay ([4, Theorem 2])

Let G be a graph with degree at most K such that the LERRW on G is recurrent for any
choice of initial weights, let v0 ∈ V be the starting vertex, and let s ∈

(
0, 1

4

)
. Then, there is

some a0 > 0, depending on s and K, such that for initial weights a ∈ (0, a0) we have

Ev0 [c
s
e] ≤ 2K

(
C (s, K)

√
a
)dist(v0,e)

where C (s, K) solely depends on K and s.

ProofWe have

Ev0 [c
s
e] = ∑

γ∈Γe

Ev0

[
cs

e · 1Dγ

]
≤ ∑

γ∈Γe

Ev0

[(
ce

cγ1

)s
· 1Dγ

]
CSI
≤ ∑

γ∈Γe

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

(
R ( f )
Q ( f )

)2s
· 1Dγ

] 1
2

Ev0

[
∏

f∈γ, f ̸=γ1

Q ( f )2s · 1Dγ

] 1
2

⊛
≤ ∑

γ∈Γe

(
C (2s)|γ|−1

) 1
2
(
(C (2s, K) a)|γ|−1

) 1
2

= ∑
γ∈Γe

(
C (2s)

1
2 C (2s, K)

1
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:C0

√
a
)|γ|−1

where ⊛ holds by Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.2. Now, choose a0 such that KC0
√

a0 = 1
2 ( 1 ).

Then, for a < a0 ( 2 ), we have, since any γ ∈ Γe has length at least |γ| = dist (v0, e) + 1 ( 3 ),
and since there are at most Kl paths of length l ( 4 ):

Ev0 [c
s
e] ≤ ∑

γ∈Γe

(
C0
√

a
)|γ|−1 3

= ∑
l≥dist(v0,e)+1

∑
γ∈Γe ,|γ|=l

(
C0
√

a
)l−1

4
≤ ∑

l≥dist(v0,e)+1
K ·
(
KC0
√

a
)l−1

= K ·
(
KC0
√

a
)dist(v0,e) ·∑

l≥0

(
KC0
√

a
)l

1 2
< K ·

(
KC0
√

a
)dist(v0,e) ·∑

l≥0

(
1
2

)l

︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

= 2K
(
KC0
√

a
)dist(v0,e)

We can now finally prove the result we are actually interested in:

Theorem 4.4Recurrence on Bounded Degree Graphs ([4, Theorem 1])

Let K ∈N≥1. Then, there exists a0 > 0 such that if the graph G has degree at most K, then
the LERRW on G with initial weights set to a ∈ (0, a0) is recurrent. The corresponding
RWRE is a.s. positive recurrent, but this does not necessarily imply that the expected return
time to the starting vertex is finite.
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Proof The idea is to apply Theorem 4.3 to the LERRW on finite balls of the infinite graph G. Call
the starting vertex v0 and let BR (v0) := {v ∈ V : dist (v0, v) ≤ R} be the set of vertices of dis-
tance at most R to the starting vertex. Consider the LERRW X(R) on the finite ball BR (v0).
Since BR (v0) is finite, X(R) is recurrent for any choice of initial weights, and Theorem 4.3
is applicable. By Theorem 3.1, X(R) is equal in law to a RWRE with random conductances
c(R) =

(
c(R)

e

)
e∈BR(v0)

. Denote the mixing measure (giving the distribution of c(R)) by µ(R). The

measures µ(R) are a sequence of measures on the set of possible conductance vectors.

The following calculation will, next to other results, show that for fixed initial weights a, the
measures µ(R) are tight (see end of the proof). So, by Prokhorov’s theorem, there is a subse-
quence converging to some measure µ. The first R steps of the LERRW on the whole graph G
are equal in law to the first R steps of the LERRW on BR (v0). So the LERRW on G has the same
distribution as a RWRE with mixing measure µ.

Fix s ∈
(

0, 1
4

)
and let e ∈ BR (v0) be an edge in the finite ball of radius R. By Markov’s

inequality, and by Theorem 4.3, for initial weights a small enough, we have

µ(R)
(

c(R)
e > Q

)
= µ(R)

((
c(R)

e

)s
> Qs

)
≤

E
[(

c(R)
e

)s]
Qs ≤

2K
(
C (s, K)

√
a
)dist(v0,e)

Qs

Choose Q = (2K)−dist(v0,e) and note that there are at most Kl+1 edges at distance l from v0.
Then

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : dist (v0, e) = l and c(R)

e > (2K)−l
)

≤ ∑
e∈BR(v0):dist(v0,e)=l

µ(R)
(

c(R)
e > (2K)−l

)
≤ Kl+12K

(
C (s, K)

√
a
)l
(2K)sl = 2K2

(
2sK1+sC (s, K)

√
a
)l

(4.4)

If we now choose a0 such that 2sK1+sC (s, K)
√

a0 ≤ 1
2 and such that a0 is smaller than the

bound given by Theorem 4.3, then, for intital weights a ∈ (0, a0),

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : dist (v0, e) = l and c(R)

e > (2K)−l
)
< 2K2

(
1
2

)l
= K221−l

This bound is uniform in R, so it holds for all measures µ(R), and in consequence also for the
limit µ (by the Portmanteau theorem). Since K221−l is summable in l, Borel-Cantelli implies
that the probability that infinitely many of the events

{
ce > (2K)−dist(v0,e)

}
occur is 0. In other

words, for all but a finite number of edges, ce ≤ (2K)−dist(v0,e) a.s. But then,

∑
e∈E

ce = ∑
l≥0

∑
e∈E:dist(v0,e)=l

ce ≤ A + ∑
l≥0

Kl+1 (2K)−l = A + K ·∑
l≥0

2−l < ∞

where A accounts for the finitely many exceptions to the ce bound. So the RWRE is a.s. positive
recurrent.

To finish the proof, we will show how tightness follows from the above calculation for fixed
initial weights a. Let ε > 0. We have to show there is a compact set Kε ⊆ RE

≥0 such that for all

R, the measure of the complement µ(R) (KC
ε

)
is smaller than ε. If we choose Q = (λK)−dist(v0,e)
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in Equation 4.4, we get

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : dist (v0, e) = l and c(R)

e > (λK)−l
)

≤ 2K2
(

λsK1+sC (s, K)
√

a
)l

Thus,

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : c(R)

e > (λK)−dist(v0,e)
)

≤ ∑
l≥0

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : dist (v0, e) = l and c(R)

e > (λK)−l
)

⊛
= ∑

l≥1
µ(R)

(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : dist (v0, e) = l and c(R)

e > (λK)−l
)

≤ 2K2 ∑
l≥1

(
λsK1+sC (s, K)

√
a
)l

=
2K2λsK1+sC (s, K)

√
a

1− λsK1+sC (s, K)
√

a

For ⊛, recall that we normalized the conductances to cv0 = 1, so for any edge e with distance 0
to v0, it holds that ce ≤ 1. We can now choose λ such that

λ <

(
ε

K1+sC (s, K)
√

a (2K2 + ε)

) 1
s

Then

µ(R)
(
∃e ∈ BR (v0) : c(R)

e > (λK)−dist(v0,e)
)
< ε

which holds independently of R. So we can choose

Kε = ∏
e∈E

[
0, (λK)−dist(v0,e)

]
which is compact. Note that Kε grows when ε gets smaller, because λ must also be chosen
smaller in this case.
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5 ReinforcedRandomWalkwithMultipleWalkers

Here, we consider multiple walkers on a single environment influencing each other.

5.1 ATwo-PlayerUrn

We start with a very simple model, the linearly edge-reinforced random walk with two walkers
on a segment of Z with three nodes.

0−1 1

w (n, 0) w (n, 1)

Figure 4: Edge weights of the line segment at time n

5.1.1 AlternatingPlayers

We first define the following dynamics:

• There are two walkers X(1) and X(2), which both start at the node in the center, i.e. X(1)
0 =

0, X(2)
0 = 0.

• Initially, both edge weights are 1. We denote the edge weight of the left edge at time n by
w (n, 0), the weight of the right edge by w (n, 1).

• Whenever an edge is crossed by either of the walkers, its weight is increased by 1, so we
set W (n) = 1 + n in terms of Definition 2.3.

• The walkers move alternately, i.e. at odd time steps, walker 1 moves (in particular, walker
1 moves first at step 1) and at even time steps, walker 2 moves. This implies that the
walkers will meet at the node in the center every four steps.

• When a walker at the node in the center is about to move, he chooses the edge to traverse
with probability proportional to the respective edge weight.

Lemma 5.1 The random variables w(4n,0)
w(4n,0)+w(4n,1) for n ≥ 0 form a martingale.

Proof We can calculate:

E

[
w (4n + 4, 0)

w (4n + 4, 0) + w (4n + 4, 1)

∣∣∣∣ w (4n, 0) = a, w (4n, 1) = b
]

=
a

a + b
a + 1

a + b + 1
a + 4

a + b + 4
+

a
a + b

b
a + b + 1

a + 2
a + b + 4

+
b

a + b
a

a + b + 1
a + 2

a + b + 4
+

b
a + b

b + 1
a + b + 1

a
a + b + 4

=
a

a + b
· (a + 1) (a + 4) + 2b (a + 2) + b (b + 1)

(a + b + 1) (a + b + 4)
=

a
a + b
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Corollary 5.2w(n,0)
w(n,0)+w(n,1) converges almost surely for n→ ∞

ProofWe immediately get from Lemma 5.1 that w(4n,0)
w(4n,0)+w(4n,1) converges a.s. and then, it is easy to

see that also w(n,0)
w(n,0)+w(n,1) converges.

Conjecture 5.3Define the random variable Y := limn→∞
w(n,0)

w(n,0)+w(n,1) . Then Y ∈ [0, 1] has a density
w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. Y is not Beta-distributed.

5.1.2 RandomPlayer Selection

Consider next the case where at every step, we choose uniformly at random (independent of
all other steps) which of the two walkers moves. Lemma 5.4 shows that the expected time to
meet again in the middle, if both walkers start in the center, is 4, just as in the previous case.
Of course, the difference now is that the next meeting time is random. We call τ0 = 0 and
τn = inf

{
k > τn−1 : X(1)

k = X(2)
k = 0

}
.

Lemma 5.4For any n ≥ 0 and any l ≥ 1, it holds that P [τn+1 − τn = 2l] = 2−l and E [τn+1 − τn] = 4.

ProofWe consider a MC consisting of three states and coupled with the edge-reinforced random
walk. The MC is in state scenter if both walkers are in the center, in state smixed if one walker
is in the center and the other in either of the two outer nodes, and in state snone if none of the
walkers is in the center. It is easy to verify that this is indeed a MC with the following transition
probabilities:

scenter smixed snone

1

1
2

1
2

1

Let n ≥ 0. At time τn, both walkers are in the center and the MC is therefore in state scenter. The
time τn+1 − τn corresponds to the time needed to return again to the state scenter. It is now a
standard calculation to show P [τn+1 − τn = 2l] = 2−l . Consequently,

E [τn+1 − τn] = ∑
l≥1

2−l · 2l = ∑
l≥1

l ·
(

1
2

)l−1
=

1(
1− 1

2

)2 = 4

We next want to prove, in Lemma 5.7, that the fraction of the left edge weight, w(τn ,0)
w(τn ,0)+w(τn ,1) ,

is a martingale, as it was in the previous case and as in the one-player urn with the difference
that we look at the fraction not at every time step, but at certain stopping times. We use two
lemmas for the proof and introduce the following notation:

(1) We look at the expectation of the proportion of the left edge weight multiplied by the
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indicator of the event that the walkers need 2l steps to meet again:

Ea,b,l := E

[
w (τn+1, 0)

w (τn+1, 0) + w (τn+1, 1)
· 1{τn+1−τn=2l}

∣∣∣∣ w (τn, 0) = a, w (τn, 1) = b
]

(2) We also consider the probability that the last walker which returns to the center comes
from the left node, again intersected with the event that the walkers need 2l steps to meet
again:

Ln := {the walker returning to the center at time τn+1 comes from the left node}
qa,b,l := P [Ln occurs and τn+1 − τn = 2l | w (τn, 0) = a, w (τn, 1) = b]

Lemma 5.5 We have the following recursive equations:

Ea,b,l+1 =
1
2

Ea,b,l +
1

(a + b + 2l − 1) (a + b + 2l + 2)
(Ea,b,l − qa,b,l)

qa,b,l+1 =
1
2

qa,b,l +
1
4
· a + b + 2l

a + b + 2l − 1
(Ea,b,l − qa,b,l)

Proof The following notation will be useful. We define a path of the two walkers as a sequence of
the symbols 1l, 1r, 2l, 2r which correspond to the first (respectively second) walker moving left
and right, where we assume that both walkers start in the center. The set Path2l contains all the
paths of length 2l (a sequence of 2l symbols) such that the first time at which both walkers are
in the center at the same time again is at the end of the path. Note that any such path must be
of even length since each walker can only be in the center after having made an even number
of movements.

For, ρ ∈ Path2l , we set x (ρ) to be the number of traversals of the left edge when the path ρ is
taken and we can now write

Ea,b,l = ∑
ρ∈Path2l

P [the walkers move according to ρ | w (τn, 0) = a, w (τn, 1) = b]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Pρ,a,b

· a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l

To prove the recurrence relation, we build paths of length 2 (l + 1) out of paths of length 2l.

new step: center walker goes left new step: center walker goes right

0−1 1

a + x (ρ)− 1 b + 2l − x (ρ)

0−1 1

a + x (ρ)− 1 b + 2l − x (ρ)

or or

0−1 1

a + x (ρ) b + 2l − x (ρ)− 1

0−1 1

a + x (ρ) b + 2l − x (ρ)− 1

Figure 5: Possible walker locations after 2l − 1 steps of a path ρ of length 2l

For any possible path of the walkers, at any uneven time step, there will be one walker
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which is in the center and one which is in one of the outer nodes. The paths in Path2l have
the additional condition that at any even time step (except for the beginning and end), both
walkers have to be in the outer nodes, not necessarily the same one. We can therefore construct
all paths in Path2(l+1) as follows: for every ρ ∈ Path2l , we take the path ρ up to time 2l − 1.
The possible walker locations and edge weights after 2l − 1 steps are depicted in Figure 5. The
path ρ now continues with the walker in the outer node moving back to the center. To get a
path of length 2 (l + 1), the walker in the center node has to move instead in the next step, and
then both walkers will return to the center in either order. Out of ρ, we can thus construct 4
new paths of length 2 (l + 1): we have two choices for which way the center walker moves in
step 2l, and then two choices for the order in which the walkers return. Note that we do not
construct any path twice, since any two different paths in Path2l must already differ somewhere
in the first 2l − 1 steps.

Now, we look at how this changes the outcome (the final edge weights) and the probability
of the path. Let ρ ∈ Path2l .

• If the outer walker is on the left after 2l − 1 steps (this is a condition on ρ):

– If the center walker should move left in step 2l (this is one choice for creating the
new path): the probability Pρ,a,b of ρ is a product over the probability that the walker
indicated in ρ is chosen at the respective step (which is always 1

2 ) and the probability
that the walker moves in the direction indicated by ρ (this can either be 1, if the
walker moves back to the center, or a fraction depending on the edge weights). In
our new modified path of length 2 (l + 1), the first difference is that we choose a
different walker to move in step 2l. This event has probability 1

2 , but this is the same
as chosing the original walker, hence this part is already included in the product
giving the probability Pρ,a,b of ρ.

Next, the probability for the center walker to go left, if he is chosen to move at step
2l, is given by a+x(ρ)−1

a+b+2l−1 (compare with Figure 5). This factor is new and has to be
added to the product. In the next step, one of the two walkers is chosen and will
move back to the center. It is irrelevant which one moves, so we get only a new
factor of 1. Finally, in step 2 (l + 1), the walker which is still in an outer node has to
be chosen to move back into the center. This happens with probability 1

2 , and this is
the final factor to be added to the product. Our new path therefore has probability

Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· a + x (ρ)− 1

a + b + 2l − 1

The new path will end with the following ratio of the left edge weight divided by
the total edge weights:

a + x (ρ) + 2
a + b + 2l + 2

since the left edge will be traversed twice more by the center walker.

– If the center walker should move right in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· b + 2l − x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
, new outcome:

a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l + 2

• If the outer walker is on the right after 2l − 1 steps:
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– If the center walker should move left in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
, new outcome:

a + x (ρ) + 2
a + b + 2l + 2

– If the center walker should move right in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· b + 2l − x (ρ)− 1

a + b + 2l − 1
, new outcome:

a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l + 2

For ρ ∈ Path2l , we write left (ρ) = 1 if the outer walker after step 2l − 1 is on the left, and
left (ρ) = 0 otherwise. Using the recursive path construction above, we get that

Ea,b,l+1 = ∑
ρ∈Path2(l+1)

Pρ,a,b ·
a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l + 2
=

∑
ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
·
(

left (ρ) ·
(

a + x (ρ)− 1
a + b + 2l − 1

· a + x (ρ) + 2
a + b + 2l + 2

+
b + 2l − x (ρ)
a + b + 2l − 1

· a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l + 2

)

+ (1− left (ρ)) ·
(

a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l − 1

· a + x (ρ) + 2
a + b + 2l + 2

+
b + 2l − x (ρ)− 1

a + b + 2l − 1
· a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l + 2

))
Using this expression for Ea,b,l+1, we can calculate (a simple, but longer calculation which we
skip here, see https://bit.ly/3trqm2r and https://bit.ly/391ma2o):

Ea,b,l+1 −
1
2

Ea,b,l = ∑
ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·
1

(a + b + 2l − 1) (a + b + 2l + 2)
·(

left (ρ) · x (ρ)− b− 2l
a + b + 2l

+ (1− left (ρ)) · a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l

)
=

1
(a + b + 2l − 1) (a + b + 2l + 2)

·

∑
ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·
(

left (ρ) · −a− b− 2l
a + b + 2l

+
a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l

)

=
1

(a + b + 2l − 1) (a + b + 2l + 2)
·
(

Ea,b,l − ∑
ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b · left (ρ)

)

=
1

(a + b + 2l − 1) (a + b + 2l + 2)
· (Ea,b,l − qa,b,l)

This proves the first equation. For the second equation, we use the same strategy. For our
newly constructed paths, we have to calculate the probability that the last walker to move to
the center comes from the left node. Let ρ ∈ Path2l .

• If the outer walker is on the left after 2l − 1 steps (this is a condition on ρ):

– If the center walker should move left in step 2l (this is one choice for creating the
new path):

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· a + x (ρ)− 1

a + b + 2l − 1
, probability of Ln: 1

– If the center walker should move right in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· b + 2l − x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
, probability of Ln:

1
2
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• If the outer walker is on the right after 2l − 1 steps:

– If the center walker should move left in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
, probability of Ln:

1
2

– If the center walker should move right in step 2l:

new path probability: Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
· b + 2l − x (ρ)− 1

a + b + 2l − 1
, probability of Ln: 0

Therefore

qa,b,l+1 −
1
2

qa,b,l = ∑
ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·
1
2
·(

a + x (ρ)− 1
a + b + 2l − 1

· left (ρ) +
1
2
· b + 2l − x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
· left (ρ)

+
1
2
· a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1
· (1− left (ρ))− left (ρ)

)
=

1
2
· ∑

ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·(
−1

2
· a + b + 2l

a + b + 2l − 1
· left (ρ) +

1
2
· a + x (ρ)

a + b + 2l − 1

)
=

1
4
· a + b + 2l

a + b + 2l − 1
· ∑

ρ∈Path2l

Pρ,a,b ·
(

a + x (ρ)
a + b + 2l

− left (ρ)
)

=
1
4
· a + b + 2l

a + b + 2l − 1
· (Ea,b,l − qa,b,l)

Corollary 5.6The expectation of the proportion of the left edge weight and the probability that the last
walker returning to the center comes from the left coincide, and:

Ea,b,l = qa,b,l =
1
2l ·

a
a + b

ProofWe use Lemma 5.5. Let us first calculate Ea,b,1 and qa,b,1. There are four possible paths of
length 2 which end again with both walkers in the center: first, we choose which of the two
walker moves, and this walker can than either move left or right and then back to the center.
Since it is irrelevant which walker we choose in the beginning, we can disregard which walker
moves. We thus get:

• With probability a
a+b ·

1
2 the walker which moves in the first step moves left and is then

chosen again to move back to the center in the next step. In this case, Ln occurs and the
resulting edge weight ratio is a+2

a+b+2 .

• With probability b
a+b ·

1
2 the walker which moves in the first step moves right and is then

chosen again to move back to the center in the next step. In this case, Ln does not occur
and the resulting edge weight ratio is a

a+b+2 .
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We see directly that qa,b,1 = 1
2 ·

a
a+b and that

Ea,b,1 =
1
2
·
(

a
a + b

· a + 2
a + b + 2

+
b

a + b
· a

a + b + 2

)
=

1
2
· a

a + b

The remaining proof is now a simple induction using Lemma 5.5, where it should be noted that
Ea,b,l − qa,b,l = 0 under the induction assumption.

Lemma 5.7 The random variables w(τn ,0)
w(τn ,0)+w(τn ,1) for n ≥ 0 form a martingale.

Proof We have by Corollary 5.6:

E

[
w (τn+1, 0)

w (τn+1, 0) + w (τn+1, 1)
· 1{τn+1−τn=2l}

∣∣∣∣ w (τn, 0) = a, w (τn, 1) = b
]
= 2−l · a

a + b

=⇒ E

[
w (τn+1, 0)

w (τn+1, 0) + w (τn+1, 1)

∣∣∣∣ w (τn, 0) = a, w (τn, 1) = b
]
=

a
a + b

·∑
l≥1

2−l =
a

a + b

Lemma 5.8 Assume that w (0, 0) = a > 0, w (0, 1) = b > 0. Then, the random variables Mn :=
w(τn ,0)

w(τn ,0)+w(τn ,1) take values in the set

R :=
{

a + 2x
a + b + 2l

∣∣∣∣ x ∈N≥0, l ∈N≥1, x ≤ l
}

and, for every r ∈ R and every n ∈ N≥1, we have that P [Mn = r] > 0. The set R is dense
in [0, 1].

Proof It is immediately clear that Mn can take only values in the set R: w (τn, 0) will be equal to a
plus the number of crossings of the left edge until time τn. Since both walkers are in the center
at time τn, this number of edge crossings has to be even, hence we can write w (τn, 0) = a + 2x
for some x ∈ N≥0. On the other hand, the total edge weight also must have increased by an
even number since both walkers have to do an even number of steps before meeting again in
the center.

We now want to construct a sequence of walker steps leading to any possible outcome a+2x
a+b+2l

with positive probability. First, note that w (τn, 0) + w (τn, 1) = a + b + τn. Since τn ≥ 2n, we
cannot have a sequence of length 2l leading to our desired outcome when l < n. In this case,
we have to reach a+2x

a+b+2l by a longer sequence. We have, for any k,

a + 2x
a + b + 2l

=
k (a + 2x)

k (a + b + 2l)
=

a + 2
(

kx + 1
2 (k− 1) a

)
a + b + 2

(
kl + 1

2 (k− 1) (a + b)
)

To reach our desired fraction, we thus want a sequence of length 2
(

kl + 1
2 (k− 1) (a + b)

)
≥

2n. In addition, (k− 1) (a + b) and (k− 1) a should both be even. It thus suffices to choose an
uneven k which is large enough such that kl + 1

2 (k− 1) (a + b) ≥ n. This allows us to assume
w.l.o.g. that l ≥ n.

What remains to show is that we can construct a sequence of length 2l such that after all
2l steps, the walkers meet again in the center for the n-the time and such that the left edge
is traversed 2x times. Since any finite sequence of possible walker movements has positive
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probability, this concludes the proof. Finding such a sequence is easy: in the first 2 (n− 1) steps,
one walker moves min {x, n− 1} times to the left node and back, and in the remaining steps
(if there are any), the same walker moves to the right node and back. Then, in the (2n− 1)-th
step, the same walker moves to the left node, if the left edge was not yet crossed 2x times, and
otherwise to the right node. The walker then remains there until returning to the center in the
2l-th step. In the remaining steps of the complete sequence of length 2l, the other walker moves
in such a way as to reach a total number of 2x left edge crossings. This leads to the desired
fraction at time τn.

It is easy to see that R is dense in [0, 1]. Indeed, choosing x = k · p and l = k · q for increasing
k shows that we can find sequences in R converging to any rational number, and these are
already dense in [0, 1].

Corollary 5.9w(n,0)
w(n,0)+w(n,1) converges almost surely for n → ∞, and the limit is identical to the limit of

w(τn ,0)
w(τn ,0)+w(τn ,1) .

ProofWe use the following notation:

Fn :=
w (n, 0)

w (n, 0) + w (n, 1)
Mn := Fτn =

w (τn, 0)
w (τn, 0) + w (τn, 1)

M∞ := lim
n→∞

Mn

Let ε > 0 and consider the events

An := {|Fk −M∞| > ε for some k ∈ [τn, τn+1]}

It is sufficient to show that only finitely many of the events An can occur a.s. Further set

Bn :=
{
|Fk −Mn| >

ε

2
for some k ∈ [τn, τn+1]

}
Since Mn converges a.s. by Lemma 5.7, there is some (random) N ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N,
it holds that |Mn −M∞| < ε

2 . For n ≥ N, the occurrence of An implies that Bn occurs as well,
so it is sufficient to show that only finitely many of the events Bn can occur.

Now, at time τn, the random walkers must have moved at least 2n times, so w (τn, 0) +
w (τn, 1) ≥ 2n. If |Fk −Mn| = |Fk − Fτn | > ε

2 for some k ∈ [τn, τn+1], it is therefore neces-
sary that at least εn steps were made by the walkers between time τn and time k, since every
step changes the value of Fk by at most 1

2n . Thus

Bn ⊆ {τn+1 − τn ≥ εn}

We have

P [τn+1 − τn ≥ εn] = ∑
l≥⌈ εn

2 ⌉
P [τn+1 − τn = 2l] Lemma 5.4

= ∑
l≥⌈ εn

2 ⌉
2−l

≤ 2−
εn
2 ∑

l≥0
2−l = 21− εn

2

=⇒ ∑
n≥1

P [τn+1 − τn ≥ εn] ≤ ∑
n≥1

21− εn
2 = 2 · ∑

n≥1

(
2−

ε
2

)n
< ∞

By Borel-Cantelli, it follows that only finitely many of the events {τn+1 − τn ≥ εn} can occur,
and therefore also only finitely many of the events Bn. This concludes the proof.
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The same model with only one random walker results in a standard Pólya urn where two
balls of the drawn color are added after every draw. For the Pólya urn, the fraction of balls of
one of the colors is a martingale and converges to a limit which is Beta-distributed. We have
shown now for the two-player urn that the fraction of the left edge weight also has a limit,
even if it is a martingale only if looked at at certain stopping times. Simulations and intuition
suggest that the limit should also have a density. However, we couldn’t prove this so far, so we
only give the following conjecture. Simulations also suggest that the limiting distribution is not
a Beta distribution.

Conjecture 5.10 Define the random variable Y := limn→∞
w(n,0)

w(n,0)+w(n,1) . Then Y ∈ [0, 1] has a density
w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on [0, 1]. Y is not Beta-distributed, and its distribution is dif-
ferent from the distribution of the limit in Conjecture 5.3.

5.2 Model onZ

So far, we have looked at the LERRW with multiple walkers only on a very simple graph
and only with 2 walkers. We now look at the edge-reinforced random walk on Z with an
arbitrary finite number of random walkers. Formally, we have k sequences (for k walkers)(

X(m)
n

)
n≥0

, 1 ≤ m ≤ k of random variables with the following dynamics. The transition prob-

abilities depend on the edge weights w (n, j) > 0 for n ≥ 0, j ∈ Z where j corresponds to the
edge from j to j + 1.

0 j− 1 j j + 1

w (n, j− 1) w (n, j)

Figure 6: Edge weights on Z at time n

If Gn denotes σ
({

X(m2)
m1 : 0 ≤ m1 ≤ n, 1 ≤ m2 ≤ k

}
∪ {w (m, j) : 0 ≤ m ≤ n, j ∈ Z}

)
i.e. the

history of the random walkers and edge weights up to and including time n, then we define,
conditioned on Gn, the following transition probabilities:

• A random walker m (1 ≤ m ≤ k) which is going to jump is chosen uniformly at random
(independent of Gn) amongst the k walkers.

• If the chosen random walker is at position j (i.e. X(m)
n = j), he then jumps

– to the right (i.e. X(m)
n+1 = j + 1) with probability w(n,j)

w(n,j−1)+w(n,j)

– to the left (i.e. X(m)
n+1 = j− 1) with probability w(n,j−1)

w(n,j−1)+w(n,j)

i.e. the jump probabilities are proportional to the corresponding edge weights.

• If j∗ is the traversed edge (j∗ = j if the walker jumps to the right, j∗ = j− 1 if he jumps to
the left), then for i ̸= j∗, w (n, i) = w (n + 1, i) and w (n, j∗) ≤ w (n + 1, j∗), i.e. the weight
of the traversed edge may be increased according to some reinforcement scheme.

We consider schemes where the increment w (n + 1, j∗)− w (n, j∗) may solely depend on
j∗, and the number of times the edge was crossed up to time n. In other words, w (n, j) can
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still be written in terms of the weight function We (k) as defined in Definition 2.3. Some
generalizations are possible, such as making the weight also depend on n (i.e. at which
times the edge was crossed), but will not be considered here.

• The initial edge weights can be chosen arbitrarily, but all of them must be positive.

• The initial positions of the k walkers can be chosen arbitrarily.

5.3 Recurrence or FiniteRangeonZ

Definition 5.11We say that one of the walkers m (1 ≤ m ≤ k)

• is transient, if he visits every integer only finitely often, that is, every integer appears
only finitely often in the sequence

(
X(m)

n

)
n≥1

• is recurrent, if he visits every integer infinitely often, that is, every integer appears
infinitely often in the sequence

(
X(m)

n

)
n≥1

• has finite range, if he only visits finitely many integers, that is, the number of distinct
integers appearing in the sequence

(
X(m)

n

)
n≥1

is finite

Lemma 5.12Assume the edge-reinforced random walk with k walkers starts with an initial configura-
tion of the weights w (0, j) such that all but finitely many of them are 1. Then, for every
random walker m (1 ≤ m ≤ k) with X(m)

0 ≥ 0, we have the following:

P
[

X(m)
n = 0 for some n ≥ 0

]
+ P

[
X(m)

n ̸= 0 for all n ≥ 0 and X(m) only visits finitely many nodes

which have not been visited before by any other walker
]
= 1

ProofWe follow the proof of [2, Lemma 3.0]. Consider a fixed random walker m with X(m)
0 ≥ 0.

We now define:

F (n, j) :=

{
∑

j−1
i=0

1
w(n,i) if j > 0

0 if j ≤ 0
τ(m) := inf

{
n ≥ 0 : X(m)

n ≤ 0
}

M(m)
n := F

(
n ∧ τ(m), X(m)

n∧τ(m)

)
H(m)

n := M(m)
n +

n

∑
i=1

 1

w
(

i− 1, X(m)
i−1

) − 1

w
(

i, X(m)
i−1

)
 · 1

X(m)
i >X(m)

i−1 ,i≤τ(m)

+
n

∑
i=1

k

∑
l=1,l ̸=m

∞

∑
j=0

(
1

w (i− 1, j)
− 1

w (i, j)

)
· 1{

X(l)
i−1,X(l)

i

}
={j,j+1},i≤τ(m),j<X(m)

i︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 for at most one pair of l,j

M(m)
n is nonnegative by definition of F, and H(m)

n ≥ M(m)
n ≥ 0 since edge weights can only

increase and therefore, all terms in the sums in the definition of H(m)
n are nonnegative. H(m)

n is
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a martingale: let

d(m)
n :=

H(m)
n − H(m)

n−1 = M(m)
n −M(m)

n−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=e(m)

n

+

 1

w
(

n− 1, X(m)
n−1

) − 1

w
(

n, X(m)
n−1

)
 · 1

X(m)
n >X(m)

n−1,n≤τ(m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:= f (m)

n

+
k

∑
l=1,l ̸=m

∞

∑
j=0

(
1

w (n− 1, j)
− 1

w (n, j)

)
· 1{

X(l)
n−1,X(l)

n

}
={j,j+1},n≤τ(m),j<X(m)

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=g(m)

n

then we have to show that E
[
d(m)

n

∣∣∣ Gn−1

]
= 0. We have:

• if n− 1 ≥ τ(m), then d(m)
n = 0. Hence, it suffices to consider the case X(m)

n−1 = j > 0 and
τ(m) ≥ n.

• with probability 1
k , the walker m jumps at time n − 1. In this case, g(m)

n = 0 since no

other walker can jump and the indicator variable in g(m)
n is therefore 0. If he jumps to

the right (with probability 1
k ·

w(n−1,j)
w(n−1,j−1)+w(n−1,j) ), then e(m)

n = w (n, j)−1 and f (m)
n =

w (n− 1, j)−1 − w (n, j)−1, hence d(m)
n = w (n− 1, j)−1. If he jumps left (with probabil-

ity 1
k ·

w(n−1,j−1)
w(n−1,j−1)+w(n−1,j) ), then e(m)

n = −w (n− 1, j− 1)−1 and f (m)
n = 0, hence d(m)

n =

−w (n− 1, j− 1)−1.

• with probability k−1
k , the walker m does not jump. In this case, f (m)

n = 0 since the indicator

variable in f (m)
n is therefore 0. The value of M(m)

n−1 now changes (that is, e(m)
n ̸= 0) if one of

the other k− 1 walkers crosses one of the edges between the nodes 0 and j. At the same
time, g(m)

n ̸= 0 only in this exact case. Now assume the walker l ̸= m crosses the edge i
with 0 ≤ i < j. Then e(m)

n = 1
w(n,i) −

1
w(n−1,i) and g(m)

n = 1
w(n−1,i) −

1
w(n,i) , hence d(m)

n = 0.

• conditioned on X(m)
n−1 = j > 0 and τ(m) ≥ n (both events measurable w.r.t. Gn−1), we can

therefore conclude

E
[
d(m)

n

∣∣∣ Gn−1

]
=

1
k
· 1

w (n− 1, j− 1) + w (n− 1, j)
·
(

w (n− 1, j)
w (n− 1, j)

− w (n− 1, j− 1)
w (n− 1, j− 1)

)
=

1
k
· 1

w (n− 1, j− 1) + w (n− 1, j)
· (1− 1) = 0

(By the same arguments, but only considering e(m)
n , we can show that M(m)

n is a super-
martingale.)

As a nonnegative martingale, H(m)
n converges almost surely.
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Figure 7: Evolution of the supermartingale during 4 steps of the ERRW with multiple walkers

In the figure above, we consider k = 4 walkers whose positions are indicated by the circled
nodes. The value of M(3)

n is shown for the first 4 steps, and the corresponding walker X(3) is
highlighted in blue.

We just showed this for all walkers m (1 ≤ m ≤ k) with X(m)
0 ≥ 0. Further observe that for

such a walker m, we have, on the event B(m)
n =

{
X(m)

n > X(m)
n−1, n ≤ τ(m), w

(
n− 1, X(m)

n−1

)
= 1

}
,

that e(m)
n = w

(
n, X(m)

n−1

)−1
, f (m)

n = w
(

n− 1, X(m)
n−1

)−1
− w

(
n, X(m)

n−1

)−1
, g(m)

n = 0 and hence

d(m)
n = 1. Thus, by convergence, only a finite number of the events B(m)

n can occur for every
such walker m.

Now define Γ to be the set of edges between two nonnegative integers to the right of the
integer max

{
X(m)

0 : 1 ≤ m ≤ k
}

for which the initial weight was 1 (all but finitely many edges
meet the latter criterion), and further define the event

Dn =
{
∃l : X(l)

0 ≥ 0, an edge in Γ is crossed between time n− 1 and n for the first time by

any walker, the crossing walker is l and n ≤ τ(l)
}

Clearly, Dn ⊆ B(m)
n for some random walker m with X(m)

0 ≥ 0, hence only a finite number of
the events Dn can occur.

Now the proof cannot be continued along [2, Lemma 3.0] since the walkers starting to the
left of 0 and the walkers which reach 0 can later cross edges to the right of 0 without triggering
Dn and the other walkers can then follow them without triggering Dn. So, we only proved that
walkers which never go to 0 and start to the right of 0 cannot visit infinitely many edges which
have not been visited before by any other walker.
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Corollary 5.13 Assume the edge-reinforced random walk with k walkers starts with an initial configura-
tion of the weights w (0, j) such that all but finitely many of them are 1. Then, we have the
following:

P
[
∃m : X(m)

n = 0 for some n ≥ 0
]

+ P
[
∀m : X(m)

n ̸= 0 for all n ≥ 0 and X(m) has finite range
]
= 1

Proof It is sufficient to show that, conditional on AC =
{
∄m : X(m)

n = 0 for some n ≥ 0
}

, we have

that the second event B =
{
∀m : X(m)

n ̸= 0 for all n ≥ 0 and X(m) has finite range
}

occurs a.s.
Now, by Lemma 5.12, every random walker m separately either reaches 0 or some other event
E(m) occurs (by symmetry, Lemma 5.12 can also be applied to random walkers which start to
the left of 0). But now, if AC occurs, then no random walker reaches 0, hence the event E(m)

occurs for every random walker m where

E(m) =
{

X(m)
n ̸= 0 for all n ≥ 0 and X(m) only visits finitely many nodes

which have not been visited before by any other walker
}

So every walker visits only finitely many nodes not visited before by any of the other walkers.
But this implies that all walkers together can only visit finitely many nodes.

Corollary 5.14 Assume the edge-reinforced random walk with k walkers starts with an initial configura-
tion of the weights w (0, j) such that all but finitely many of them are 1. Then, we have the
following:

P [∀j ∈ Z : j is visited ∞ often by at least one of the walkers]

+ P [all walkers have finite range] = 1

Proof It suffices to show that for every j ∈ Z, we have

P [j is visited ∞ often by at least one of the random walkers]

+ P [j is visited only finitely often and all random walkers have finite range] = 1
(5.1)

To see this, assume that not all random walkers have finite range. Then, if we have proved
Equation 5.1, we know that for every j ∈ Z, j is visited infinitely often by one of the random
walkers. Thus, conditional on not all random walkers having finite range, all nodes are visited
infinitely often, which is equivalent to Corollary 5.14.

To show Equation 5.1, it suffices in turn to show, for every j ∈ Z and ∀n ≥ 0:

P [j is visited by at least one walker at a time t ≥ n]
+ P [no walker visits j at a time t ≥ n and all walkers have finite range] = 1

(5.2)

since the given events are decreasing and increasing respectively, and their limits correspond
to the events in Equation 5.1.

But now, consider the random walkers
(

X(m)
n+i

)
i≥0

. These form again an edge-reinforced

random walk with k walkers, and since until time n, only a finite number of edge weights can
have changed, all but finitely many edges will still have weight 1 at time n. Thus, we can apply
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Corollary 5.13 to the walkers
(

X(m)
n+i

)
i≥0

, which directly proves Equation 5.2 (Corollary 5.13

only proves Equation 5.2 for j = 0 but of course we can relabel the nodes such that any other
node gets the label 0, hence Corollary 5.13 is valid for any choice of node).

Lemma 5.15Assume the edge-reinforced random walk with k ≥ 2 walkers starts with an arbitrary ini-
tial configuration of the weights w (0, j). Assume further that X(1) and X(2) meet infinitely
often. Then (almost surely):

(i) if at least one of the walkers X(1) and X(2) does not have finite range, then both X(1)

and X(2) do not have finite range.

(ii) if some integer z is visited infinitely often by at least one of the walkers X(1) and X(2),
then both X(1) and X(2) visit z infinitely often.

(iii) if every integer is visited infinitely often by at least one of the walkers X(1) and X(2),
then both X(1) and X(2) are recurrent.

ProofThe proof idea is the following: whenever X(1) and X(2) meet, we can randomly exchange
their labels, i.e. we can randomly decide whether we want to rename X(1) to X(2) and vice versa,
and the law of the edge-reinforced random walk with the two walkers is invariant under such
relabelings because the only distinguishing feature of a random walker is his position. But now,
to construct counterexamples to the two statements in Lemma 5.15, we would have to choose
a fixed labeling for infinitely many times at which the walkers meet. But if we randomize
the labeling with a sequence of independent Bernoulli random variables, then the probability
of choosing a certain fixed labeling at infinitely many points in the sequence is 0, and since
the law was invariant under random relabeling, it follows that the probability of any such
counterexample is 0. We continue with the formal proof.

Set τ1 := inf
{

n ≥ 0 : X(1)
n = X(2)

n

}
and τi+1 := inf

{
n > τi : X(1)

n = X(2)
n

}
. If X(1), X(2) meet

infinitely often, then ∀n : τn < ∞, but the construction also works if this is not the case. Let
(ωi)i≥1 be a sequence of iid random variables with P [ωi = 1] = 1

2 = P [ωi = 0] (the ωi are also

independent of Gn for all n, i.e. independent of the edge-reinforced random walk). Define X̃(1)
n

and X̃(2)
n as follows (with ω0 = 0 and τ0 = −1):

X̃(1)
n := X(1,ω)

n = ∑
i≥0

(
(1−ωi) X(1)

n + ωiX
(2)
n

)
· 1τi<n≤τi+1

X̃(2)
n := X(2,ω)

n = ∑
i≥0

(
(1−ωi) X(2)

n + ωiX
(1)
n

)
· 1τi<n≤τi+1

Note that the sums collapse to a single term. ωi = 1 means that we switch the labels of X(1)

and X(2) during the time interval (τi, τi+1]. If we consider
(

X(1), X(2)
)

and
(

X̃(1), X̃(2)
)

as
sequences of pairs of integers, then we have(

X̃(i)
n

)
1≤i≤2,n≥0

d
=
(

X(i)
n

)
1≤i≤2,n≥0

(5.3)

The equality in distribution follows from the mentioned invariance of the law of the random
walk under relabelings at meeting times which is quite intuitive, and could be proved formally
by looking at cylinder events, for example.
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time
X(1)

X(2)

Z

0

τ1 = 4

τ2 = 16

τ3 = 18

τ4 = 22

τ5 = 28

time

X̃(1)

X̃(2)

Z

0

τ1 = 4

τ2 = 16

τ3 = 18

τ4 = 22

τ5 = 28

ω0 = 0 ω1 = 1 ω2 = 0 ω3 = 1 ω4 = 0 ω5 = 1

Figure 8: Label exchange lemma

The figure above illustrates how the “label exchange” of the two walkers works. Two sample
paths for the two walkers are drawn, together with meeting points and the result of the label
exchange.

We now show that any counterexamples to statements (i) or (iii) have probability 0:

(i) let A be the event that one of the walkers X(1), X(2) has finite range while the other one
has infinite range, and that they meet infinitely often. It suffices to show that P [A] =
0. Denote by P the probability measure induced by the edge reinforced random walk
alone and by Q the probability measure induced by the sequence (ωi)i≥1 alone. Then, by
Equation 5.3, we have

P [A] =
∫ ∫

1B dQ dP

where B :=
{

one of X̃(1), X̃(2) has finite range while

the other has infinite range, they meet infinitely often
}

We have to show that the inner integral is 0 almost surely with respect to P. Consider fixed
walker sequences X(1) and X(2). If one of X̃(1), X̃(2) should have finite range while the
other has infinite range, then, by definition of X̃(1) and X̃(2), at least one of X(1), X(2) must
have infinite range. Of course, by definition, we also have that X̃(1), X̃(2) meet infinitely
often if, and only if, X(1), X(2) meet infinitely often. Hence, the indicator variable in the
integral above can only be 1 in the case where one of the walkers X(1), X(2) has infinite
range and the two walkers meet infinitely often, so we only need to show that in this
particular case, the inner integral is still 0 almost surely.

Assume X(1) does not have finite range (w.l.o.g.). Then, for every n, one can find i such
that between times τi and τi+1 (all τi are finite if the two walkers meet infinitely often),
X(1) visits a node at distance at least n from the integer 0. Call these times τin with in
strictly increasing in n (w.l.o.g.).
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Now consider the walkers X̃(1), X̃(2). One of them can have finite range only if the fol-
lowing holds. The same argument works for both walkers, we do it here for X̃(1) w.l.o.g.
X̃(1) can only have finite range if there exists N such that for all n ≥ N we have ωin = 1.
Assume to the contrary that no such N exists. Then we can find arbitrarily large n such
that ωin = 0 which means that the labels of X(1) and X(2) are not exchanged in the interval
(τin , τin+1]. Since X(1) visits a node at distance at least n from 0 in this time interval, the
same holds then for X̃(1), so X̃(1) would not have finite range.

But the probability that the sequence ωin is 1 for all n ≥ N is 0 for any N (since the choice
of in only depends on the edge-reinforced random walk, i.e. is independent of the ωi, and
since the probability of ω being constantly 1 on any fixed infinite subset of the integers
is 0 by the choice of ω). Hence, the probability that such N exists is 0, and therefore the
probability that X̃(1) has finite range is 0 as well, and the same arguments give that the
probability for X̃(2) having finite range is 0 as well (both with respect to the measure Q).

So the indicator variable in the integral above is 0 almost surely w.r.t. Q, and hence the
inner integral is always 0, which implies that the outer integral is also 0 and hence P [A] =
0.

(ii) similar. Let A now be the event that the integer z is visited infinitely often by at least one
of the walkers X(1), X(2), that they meet infinitely often, and that one of them does not
visit z infinitely often. Then, we have again:

P [A] =
∫ ∫

1B dQ dP

where B :=
{

z visited ∞ often by at least one of X̃(1), X̃(2),

they meet ∞ often, one of them visits z only finitely often
}

We see that the indicator variable can be 1 only if at least one of X(1), X(2) visits z infinitely
often, and w.l.o.g. assume that this holds for X(1). As before, we can construct a stricly
increasing sequence in such that in the time interval (τin , τin+1], X(1) visits z. Again as
before, one of X̃(1), X̃(2), take X̃(1) w.l.o.g., can visit z only finitely often only if ωin = 1 for
all n ≥ N for some N, an event which has again probability 0 w.r.t. Q.

(iii) apply (ii) to every integer.

Definition 5.16Consider the edge-reinforced random walk with k walkers. Define, for 1 ≤ m ≤ k:

• X(m) := lim supn→∞ X(m)
n

• X(m) := lim infn→∞ X(m)
n

Theorem 5.17Assume the edge-reinforced random walk with k walkers starts with an initial configura-
tion of the weights w (0, j) such that all but finitely many of them are 1. Then, we have the
following:

P
[
∀m : X(m) is recurrent

]
+ P

[
∀m : X(m) has finite range

]
= 1

ProofWe present two variants of the proof. The first is a little less formal than the second, but
hopefully easier to understand. The second variant is as formal as possible without becoming
totally incomprehensible.
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Proof Variant 1 (less formal):

We have to show the following: if at least one of the walkers does not have finite range,
then, almost surely, all of them are recurrent. Showing recurrence of all walkers is equivalent to

showing that X(m)
= ∞, X(m) = −∞ for all walkers m. Now, if at least one walker does not have

finite range, then we know by Corollary 5.14 that every integer is visited infinitely often by at

least one of the walkers. Hence, there must be walkers m1 and m2 with X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞.
For a contradiction, assume there is some walker which is not recurrent. w.l.o.g. we assume that
there is some walker m3 with X(m3) > −∞ (the proof is the same if the other condition on the
lim sup is not met). Since we have X(m2) = −∞, we can partition the set of walkers into two
non-empty sets:

P1 :=
{

m : 1 ≤ m ≤ k and X(m) = −∞
}

P2 :=
{

m : 1 ≤ m ≤ k and X(m) > −∞
}

Choose m4 ∈ arg maxm∈P1
X(m) and m5 ∈ arg minm∈P2

X(m). Let y := min
{

1, X(m5)
}
− 1 ∈ Z.

By choice of m5, all walkers in P2 visit y only finitely often. Therefore, by Lemma 5.12, each of
them can only visit finitely many nodes not visited before by any other walker. We know that

all nodes are visited infinitely often by at least one of the walkers, so we must have X(m4) = ∞.
If this was not the case, the walkers in P1 would only visit nodes to the left of some fixed
integer, and since the walkers in P2 together only visit finitely many new nodes, this would
imply that there is some largest visited integer, a contradiction to the fact that every integer is
visited infinitely often (since at least one walker does not have finite range).

Now consider P3 :=
{

m ∈ P1 : X(m)
= ∞

}
̸= ∅ (since m4 ∈ P3) and the walker m5. If m5

has finite range, then it is clear that m5 will meet any walker in P3 infinitely often, but this
is a contradiction to Lemma 5.15 (i). So m5 must have infinite range. This is only possible if

X(m5) = ∞. But since the walkers in P2, including m5, only visit finitely many nodes not visited
before by any other walker, at least one walker m6 in P3 must be to the right of m5 infinitely
often in order to “free the path” for m5. As the walkers in P3 are all recurrent, and as m5 only
visits nodes to the right of y, this implies that m5 meets this walker m6 infinitely often, which is
a contradiction to Lemma 5.15 (iii). Hence, we almost surely arrive at a contradiction.

To summarize: assuming that at least one walker does not have finite range and that least
one walker is not recurrent at the same time leads (almost surely) to a contradiction. Therefore,
the assumption that this can happen must be wrong (almost surely). This implies that if at least
one walker does not have finite range, then (almost surely) all walkers must be recurrent.
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time

X(m2)

X(m4)

X(m5)

P1

P2

P3

Z

0

time

X(m2)

X(m6)

X(m5)

P1

P2

P3

Z

0

Figure 9: Illustration: proof that all walkers recurrent or all have finite range

Above, the two possible behaviors of the walker m5 (which are both, in fact, almost surely
impossible) are shown: either m5 has finite range (indicated by the light green background),
but then it would meet m4 infinitely often, or m5 does not have finite range, but then m6 would
have to “free the path” for m5 (indicated by the light orange background) and m5 would meet
m6 infinitely often. The relevant meeting points are circled.

Proof Variant 2 (more formal):
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Our goal is to show the following:

P
[
∃m0, m3 : X(m0) does not have finite range and X(m3) is not recurrent︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:A

]
= 0

The indices of m are chosen in such a way that they agree with proof variant 1, and they there-
fore do not appear in any logical order in this proof variant. The proof proceeds by showing
that the above event A is subset of a null set. We first apply Corollary 5.14. Since the intersection
of A and the event {all walkers have finite range} is empty, we can conclude that

A ⊆ (A ∩ {every integer is visited ∞ often by at least one of the walkers})︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

∪ N

where N is a null set

Hence, it suffices to show that P [B] = 0. B can only occur if there are walkers m1 and m2

with X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞ since every integer is visited infinitely often (when B occurs).

Furthermore, for the non-recurrent walker m3, we necessarily have X(m3) ̸= ∞ or X(m3) ̸= −∞
(when B occurs). Hence,

B ⊆
{
∃m1, m2, m3 : X(m3) < ∞, X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:C

∪
{
∃m1, m2, m3 : X(m3) > −∞, X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞

}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:D

We show w.l.o.g. that P [D] = 0 since the proof for P [C] = 0 is the same. When D occurs, the
two sets P1 :=

{
m : 1 ≤ m ≤ k and X(m) = −∞

}
and P2 :=

{
m : 1 ≤ m ≤ k and X(m) > −∞

}
are both non-empty (these are both random set). Choosing m5 ∈ arg minm∈P2

X(m) as well as

y := min
{

1, X(m5)
}
− 1 ∈ Z, we see that there is a random integer y which is only visited

finitely often by the walkers in the set P2. Hence,

D ⊆
⋃

y∈Z

⋃
n∈N

=:Ey,n︷ ︸︸ ︷{
P1 ̸= ∅, P2 ̸= ∅, y not visited by walkers in P2 after time n,

∃m1, m2 : X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞
}

It thus suffices to show P
[
Ey,n

]
= 0. If we set [k] := {1, . . . , k} and P := P ([k]) \ {∅, [k]}

where P denotes the power set, then we can further write

Ey,n ⊆
⋃

P∈P

=:Fy,n,P︷ ︸︸ ︷{
P1 = P = [k] \ P2, y not visited by walkers in P2 after time n,

∃m1, m2 : X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞
}

and it suffices to show P
[
Fy,n,P

]
= 0 for all y ∈ Z, n ∈ N, P ∈ P. We are now ready to apply

Lemma 5.12 for every walker in the fixed set [k] \ P = P2 (equality if Fy,n,P occurs). Since the
intersection of Fy,n,P and the event that any walker in [k] \ P = P2 returns to y at a time larger
than n is empty, we can conclude by Lemma 5.12 (as in the proof of Corollary 5.13, only with
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the random walk started at time n + 1, and with a subset of the walkers) that

Fy,n,P ⊆

=:Gy,n,P︷ ︸︸ ︷{
P1 = P, P2 = [k] \ P, y not visited by walkers in P2 after time n and the walkers

in P2 only visit finitely many nodes not visited before by any other walker,

∃m1, m2 : X(m1) = ∞, X(m2) = −∞
}

∪ N̂ where N̂ is a null set

and it suffices to show P
[
Gy,n,P

]
= 0. Choose m4 ∈ arg maxm∈P1

X(m). If Gy,n,P occurs, then we

necessarily have X(m4) = ∞. If this was not the case, the walkers in P1 would only visit nodes
to the left of some fixed integer, and since the walkers in P2 together only visit finitely many
new nodes (when Gy,n,P occurs), this would imply that there is some largest visited integer, a

contradiction to the fact that X(m1) = ∞ when Gy,n,P occurs.

Now consider the random set of recurrent walkers P3 :=
{

m ∈ P1 : X(m)
= ∞

}
̸= ∅ (since

m4 ∈ P3 when Gy,n,P occurs) and the walker m5 ∈ arg minm∈P2
X(m). If m5 has finite range,

then it is clear that m5 will meet any walker in P3 infinitely often. On the other hand, if m5 has

infinite range, then X(m5) = ∞ since m5 ∈ P2. But since the walkers in P2, including m5, only
visit finitely many nodes not visited before by any other walker when Gy,n,P occurs, at least one
walker m6 in P3 must be to the right of m5 infinitely often in order to “free the path” for m5. As
the walkers in P3 are all recurrent, and as m5 only visits nodes to the right of y, this implies that
m5 meets this walker m6 infinitely often (when Gy,n,P occurs). Therefore, regardless of whether
m5 has finite range or not, there is always a recurrent walker m6 ∈ P3 which meets m5 infinitely
often when Gy,n,P occurs.

We now apply Lemma 5.15 (iii) to see that Gy,n,P is a null set (which concludes the proof): as
done repeatedly in this proof, we find that Gy,n,P is a subset of a countable union of events of
the form “some fixed walker is not recurrent (corresponding to m5) and meets some other fixed
walker which is recurrent (corresponding to m6) infinitely often”. However, any event of this
form is a null set by Lemma 5.15 (iii).
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6 BiasedReinforcedRandomWalk

Here, we consider biased random walks with reinforcement. We could prove some results, but
there are also still open questions. This section therefore presents proven results next to open
questions and conjectures, and sometimes also just possible ways to tackle a question, which
would have to be pursued further. In order to limit the length of this thesis, this section will
often only provide proof sketches or skip some proof altogether.

6.1 λ∗-BiasedEdge-ReinforcedRandomWalk

The λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk uses the same linearly reinforced edge weights as
the LERRW, but introduces an additional bias in a certain direction. Here, we consider a biased
reinforced random walk on Z, so the bias can be either to the left or to the right. Formally, define
the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk on Z as the sequence Xn of random variables with

X0 = 0

P [Xn+1 = xn + 1 | Xn = xn, . . . , X0 = x0] =
λ · w (n, xn)

w (n, xn − 1) + λ · w (n, xn)

w (n, z) = w (0, z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 here

+
n−1

∑
i=0

1Xi=z,Xi+1=z+1 + 1Xi=z+1,Xi+1=z

0 j− 1 j j + 1

w (n, j− 1) w (n, j)

w(n,j−1)
w(n,j−1)+λ·w(n,j)

λ·w(n,j)
w(n,j−1)+λ·w(n,j)

Figure 10: Edge weights and transition probabilities for the biased walk on Z at time n

In terms of Definition 2.3, we take W (n) = 1 + n, so the edge weights are being linearly
reinforced, but then we introduce an additional bias by multiplying the right edge weight with
the parameter λ.

Now, consider λ ∈ Q>0 (the result can later be extended to all λ ∈ R>0) and a single node,
say 0, the root. Initially, the weights on both adjacent edges are 1. Whenever the random walk
leaves 0 along one edge, it can only return to 0 by the same edge. The weight of this edge will
then have increased by 2. If λ = 1, then this process is equivalent to drawing balls from an
urn which initially contains 1 black and 1 white ball and where a ball is replaced with 3 balls
of the same color as the ball which was drawn, i.e. the urn will contain two more balls of the
respective color than before (white balls corresponding to the left edge, black balls to the right
edge). In general, the process is biased, and the number of balls which are put into the urn has
to be adapted:
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Lemma 6.1Let λ = p
q . Consider a node z ∈ Z with initial edge weights w (0, z− 1) = l0 and w (0, z) =

r0. If the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk is started in z, then the sequence of left
turns and right turns of the random walk at z has the same distribution as the sequence of
white and black balls drawn from the following urn:

• Initially, the urn contains a0 = q · l0 white and b0 = p · r0 black balls

• If a white ball is drawn, it is replaced with 2q + 1 white balls (i.e. 2q more white balls
than before)

• If a black ball is drawn, it is replaced with 2p + 1 black balls (i.e. 2p more black balls
than before)

The urn and the edge weights can be coupled such that, writing τn for the time at which z
is visited for the n-th time, w (τn, z− 1) = an

q and w (τn, z) = bn
p .

Proof SketchNote that, after the n-th draw and the n-th visit to the node z, we have with the coupling
given in Lemma 6.1:

P [Xτn+1 = z + 1 | Xτn = z, . . . , X0 = x0] =
λ · w (τn, z)

w (τn, z− 1) + λ · w (τn, z)
=

p
q ·

bn
p

an
q + p

q ·
bn
p

=
bn

q
· q

an + bn
=

bn

an + bn

Lemma 6.2Consider the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk at node z ∈ Z with λ ∈ Q>0. If z is
visited infinitely often, then

(i) If λ > 1, then λw(n,z)
w(n,z−1)+λw(n,z) converges almost surely to 1

(ii) If λ < 1, then w(n,z−1)
w(n,z−1)+λw(n,z) converges almost surely to 1

Proof SketchUse Lemma 6.1 and Theorem 3.5 with µ ({p}) = 1 and ν ({q}) = 1 (or vice versa if p < q).

Definition 6.3The λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk is said to be

• transient if it a.s. visits every node only finitely often

• recurrent otherwise, i.e. if there is at least one node which is visited infinitely often

Lemma 6.4If the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk is recurrent, then all nodes are visited in-
finitely often almost surely.

ProofIf the random walk is recurrent, then there is at least one node which is visited infinitely
often, say z. To show that all nodes are visited infinitely often, it suffices to show that z being
visited infinitely often implies that both neighbors of z are visited infinitely often (one can then
continue by induction). Assume for a contradiction that one of the neighbors, say y, is visited
only finitely often, and let t be the time of the last visit to y (at time t + 1, the random walk then
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necessarily is at z). We can assume w.l.o.g. y = z + 1 (in the other case, reflect Z at z, set a new
λ′ = 1

λ and continue as below).

Let τ1 = t + 1, τ2, τ3, . . . be the times at which z is visited after the last visit to y. Then, at each
time τn, we have

P [Xτn+1 = z + 1 = y | Xτn = z, . . . , X0 = x0] =
λ · w (τn, z)

w (τn, z− 1) + λ · w (τn, z)

=
λ ·

wr︷ ︸︸ ︷
w (t + 1, z)

λ · w (t + 1, z) + w (t + 1, z− 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
wl

+n− 1

=⇒ P [∀n : Xτn+1 ̸= y] = ∏
n≥1

wl + n− 1
λwr + wl + n− 1

⊛
≤ exp

(
∑
n≥1

(
wl + n− 1

λwr + wl + n− 1
− 1
))

= exp

(
− ∑

n≥1

λwr

λwr + wl + n− 1

)
= 0

where ⊛ holds since ∀x ∈ R : x ≤ exp (x− 1)

Hence, the event y being visited only finitely often has probability 0.

Based on Lemma 6.2, it seems reasonable to conjecture that the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced
random walk is transient whenever λ ̸= 1, since at every node, the probability to go in the
direction of bias would converge to 1 if the node was visited infinitely often. This intuitively
seems to be a contradiction: if the probability to go in one direction goes to 1, then every node
should be visited only finitely often. However, we did not manage to prove the following
conjecture.

Conjecture 6.5 The λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk is transient for λ ̸= 1.

Note that for λ = 1, the walk is recurrent since this case corresponds to the standard LERRW
on Z.

6.1.1 SomeSimulations

Below, the result of some simulations is presented. The λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk
was simulated in 100 simulations for 1 000 000 steps each, in 1 000 simulations for 100 000 steps
each and in 10 000 simulations for 10 000 steps each.

As can be seen in Figure 11, the simulated speed strongly depends on the number of steps
for which the random walk was simulated. In this case, the speed decreased with an increasing
number of simulated steps. This could either be an indication that the speed has not yet con-
verged and longer simulations would be necessary or that the random walk is actually always
recurrent and hence the speed is actually zero (however, it seems intuitively very likely that it
will be transient for large values of λ). For λ = 1.1, the speed was almost indistinguishable
from 0. To see if the walk is really recurrent, it is however also of interest when the root was
visited for the last time, since a speed of 0 does not necessarily imply recurrence.
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Figure 11: Average speed of the random walk
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Figure 12: Average last visit to the root by the random walk

53



Fabian Michel

Longer or more simulations are necessary to get reliable results (note for example that in
Figure 12, the green curve suddenly goes up for λ = 1.6 which is likely not a property of the
model, but a case of variation in the simulation). However, it is already visible that for λ = 1.1,
the last visit to the root occurred on average relatively late, i.e. at a noticeable fraction of the total
number of simulated steps. Indeed, the last visit to the root seemed to occur later (compared
to the total number of steps) when simulating the walk for longer, which we would not have
expected. Of course, this could also just be a case of variation in the simulation.

The simulations do unfortunately not present any evidence which would support Conjec-
ture 6.5, but to argue about properties like recurrence and transience, which only make sense
on an infinite time horizon, is very difficult with the help of only finite simulations.

6.1.2 Stochastic Approximation

To better understand the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk on Z, it might be helpful to
approximate it by reinforced walks on finite circular graphs. We superficially present a basic
idea how this could be done. However, it is completely unclear if the analysis of the walk on
a finite circular graph will provide new insights for the walk on Z. Since the easiest circular
graph is the triangle, we consider the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random walk on the triangle,
defined as follows:

r (x) = (x mod 3) + 1 the right neighbor of x ∈ {1, 2, 3}
l (x) = ((x + 1) mod 3) + 1 the left neighbor of x

X0 = 1

P [Xn+1 = r (xn) | Xn = xn, . . . , X0 = x0] =
λ · w (n, xn)

λ · w (n, xn) + w (n, l (xn))

w (n, i) = w (0, i)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 here

+
n−1

∑
k=0

1Xk=i,Xk+1=r(i) + 1Xk=r(i),Xk+1=i

cn,i =
w (n, i)

∑3
j=1 w (n, j)

For simplicity, we will assume λ > 1.

We call cn the vector of normalized edge weights at time n, which is located on the unit
simplex and has entries cn,i where i = 1, 2, 3. If we assume that the normalized edge weights
were fixed to some vector c (on the unit simplex), then we get a Markov chain with the following
stationary distribution πc (only the value at the node 1 is shown, the others follow from the
symmetry of the model):

πc (1) =
(

λ3c1c2c3 + λ2
(

c2
1c3 + c2c2

3

)
+ λ

(
c2

1c2 + c1c2
3

)
+ c1c2c3

)
Z−1

where Z is the appropriate normalizing constant.
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1 2

3

λcn,1
λcn,1+cn,3

λcn,2
λcn,2+cn,1

λcn,3
λcn,3+cn,2

cn,3
λcn,1+cn,3

Figure 13: Transition probabilities of the λ∗-biased ERRW on the triangle at time n
(two arrows are missing for clarity)

We further define the stationary distribution on the edges π
edge
c simply by looking at the

time spent on each edge when the chain is run starting from the stationary distribution π. For
example,

π
edge
c (1) =

λc1

λc1 + c3
· πc (1) +

c1

λc2 + c1
· πc (2)

We now approximate the evolution of the time-dependent vector cn of the edge weights:

1≪ k≪ n =⇒ (n + k) cn+k ≈ ncn + kπ
edge
cn

⇐⇒ cn+k − cn ≈
k

n + k

(
π

edge
cn − cn

)
therefore approximate with

d
dt

c̃ (t) =
1
t

(
π

edge
c̃(t) − c̃ (t)

)
exponential time change to get

dc
dt

= π
edge
c − c with c̃ (t) = c (ln (t))

This is called a stochastic approximation: we approximate the random evolution of the vector
of normalized edge weights by a differential equation. This is possible because the changes in
the vector of normalized edge weights get ever smaller as time increases, and the randomness
gets less noticeable by virtue of the law of large numbers. To argue formally, many additional
steps would be necessary, but this approximation can already give a good intuition on what is
happening.

Without any sort of formal proof by simply looking at Figure 14, we conclude that the nor-
malized edge weights will eventually converge to the uniform distribution. This probably also
holds for circles with more than three nodes, showing that the long-run behavior of the biased
reinforced random walk on circles is fundamentally different from the long-run behavior of the
walk on the integers (where at every vertex the quotient of the right edge weight divided by
the left edge weight converges to 1).
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c1 = 1 c3 = 0 c2 = 1

c1 = 0

c3 = 1

c2 = 0

Figure 14: The vector field of the differential equation on the unit simplex

In blue, three segments of solutions to the differential equation are shown. In red, orange and
green, three actual trajectories obtained by simulating the λ∗-biased edge-reinforced random
walk are shown. The red trajectory results from setting the initial weights to 1 and running the
simulation for 10 000 steps. For the orange trajectory, the initial weights were 100, 450, 450 and
the simulation was run for 100 000 steps; for the green one, they were 500, 2250, 2250 and the
simulation ran for 500 000 steps.

This already gives an indication that approximating the wlak on Z with that on a finite cir-
cular graph could be very hard. Indeed, Lemma 6.2 shows that in the long run, the ratio of the
adjacent edge weights at every node behaves fundamentally different for the two models. It
could however be possible to analyze the reinforced walk on finite circular graphs after a finite
amount of time, increasing with the size of the graph, to make the transition from the circular
graphs to Z.
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6.2 λ+-BiasedEdge-ReinforcedRandomWalk

Similarly to the multiplicative bias studied above, we can also consider an additive bias. Define
the λ+-biased edge-reinforced random walk on Z as the sequence Xn of random variables with

X0 = 0

P [Xn+1 = xn + 1 | Xn = xn, . . . , X0 = x0] =
λ + w (n, xn)

λ + w (n, xn) + w (n, xn − 1)

w (n, z) = w (0, z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1 here

+
n−1

∑
i=0

1Xi=z,Xi+1=z+1 + 1Xi=z+1,Xi+1=z

(where we require λ ≥ 0). The problem with the definition of the λ∗–biased edge-reinforced
random walk was that it could no longer be represented as a mixture of Markov chains since
the probability of the occurrence of a certain edge sequence depended on the order in which
the edges appeared in the sequence. This is not the case with the new definition given above. In
other words, when the edge weights are represented by urns at every node, then the sequence
of draws is now exchangeable, while this was not the case before.

Following [14, Lemma 1 and Lemma 2], the λ+-biased edge-reinforced random walk is equiv-
alent to a mixture of MCs (or a RWRE). For shorter notation, we will adapt the notation of
Definition 2.2 as follows: we call P [Xn+1 = x + 1 | Xn = x] = Pc (x, x + 1) =: ωx. Instead of
looking at the distribution of the random conductances, we look directly at the distribution of
the ωx.

0 x

1−ωx ωx

Figure 15: A random walk in a random environment on Z

The mixture of MCs equivalent to the λ+-biased walk is constructed by placing independent
urns at every node which are coupled with which edges the random walk takes. Initially,
we start with 1 black and 1 + λ (we can also have half a ball or any positive real number of
balls) white balls, the black balls representing the edge to the left of the node, the white balls
representing the edge to the right. Now, if a ball is drawn, we take the edge corresponding
to the color and in addition to the drawn ball add two more balls of the same color (when the
random walk returns to the node, the edge weight will have increased by two). Now, for any
nodes to the right of 0, the first time the random walk gets there, there will already be 2 black
balls in the urn, since the edge to the left was already traversed once. For nodes to the left of 0,
there will already be 2 + λ white balls. So we have the following urns:

• at nodes > 0, the urn initially contains 2 black and 1 + λ white balls

• at 0, the urn initially contains 1 black and 1 + λ white balls

• at nodes < 0, the urn initially contains 1 black and 2 + λ white balls

• whenever a ball of one color is drawn, it is put back together with two more balls of the
same color
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With [14, Lemma 1 and Lemma 2], we get that the reinforced random walk with initial bias is
equivalent to the mixture of Markov Chains where the ωx are independent with the following
distributions (also compare with [16, Section 5]):

for x > 0: ωx ∼ B
(

1 + λ

2
,

2
2

)
for x = 0: ωx ∼ B

(
1 + λ

2
,

1
2

)
for x < 0: ωx ∼ B

(
2 + λ

2
,

1
2

)
where B is the beta distribution. We use the following:

Lemma 6.6 Let A ∼ B (α, β) with α, β > 0 and t ∈ R. Then:

E

[(
1− A

A

)t
]
=

{ Γ(α−t)Γ(β+t)
Γ(α)Γ(β)

if − β < t < α

∞ otherwise
E

[
1− A

A

]
=

{
β

α−1 if α > 1
∞ otherwise

E

[(
A

1− A

)t
]
=

{ Γ(α+t)Γ(β−t)
Γ(α)Γ(β)

if − α < t < β

∞ otherwise
E

[
A

1− A

]
=

{
α

β−1 if β > 1

∞ otherwise

Proof We have:

E

[(
1− A

A

)t
]
=

Γ (α + β)

Γ (α) Γ (β)

∫ 1

0

(1− x)t

xt · xα−1 (1− x)β−1 dx

=
Γ (α + β)

Γ (α) Γ (β)

∫ 1

0
xα−t−1 (1− x)β+t−1 dx

=

{ Γ(α+β)
Γ(α)Γ(β)

· Γ(α−t)Γ(β+t)
Γ(α+β)

= Γ(α−t)Γ(β+t)
Γ(α)Γ(β)

if − β < t < α

∞ otherwise

Hence,

E

[
1− A

A

]
=

{ Γ(α−1)Γ(β+1)
Γ(α)Γ(β)

= β
α−1 if − β < 1 < α

∞ otherwise

The other statements follow from the fact that 1− A ∼ B (β, α).

We can use [17, Theorem 1.7] to analyze transience and recurrence. It only applies to the
situation where the ωx are iid. We have only iid variables on the positive half-line as well as iid
variables on the negative half-line, but for a moment we just assume that all ωx are distributed
as the variables on the positive half-line. The σ from [17, Theorem 1.7] is 1−ωx

ωx
in our case. We

have, with Cλ > 0 a constant depending on λ:

E

[
ln
(

1−ωx

ωx

)]
= Cλ

∫ 1

0
ln
(

1− x
x

)
x

λ−1
2 dx


> 0 if 0 ≤ λ < 1
= 0 if λ = 1
< 0 if λ > 1

Unfortunately, this integral cannot be evaluated easily and in a nice way (in the general case;
for λ = 1 there is a nice representation and probably also for λ ∈ Q). However, WolframAlpha
shows how the integral behaves. To formally conclude here, a bit more work in analyzing the
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integral would be needed.

λ < 1 λ = 1 λ > 1
https://bit.ly/3yrjGCG https://bit.ly/3F00yy3 https://bit.ly/3IK0jJQ

Hence, [17, Theorem 1.7] implies that the random walk in the environment where all ωx are
iid is transient to the right when λ > 1, recurrent when λ = 1, and transient to the left when
λ < 1. But now, we are actually considering the random environment for the λ+-biased edge-
reinforced random walk. The ωx with x ≤ 0 all stochastically dominate the ωx with x > 0 (the
probability to go to the right is higher). Hence, for the case λ > 1, it is immediately (intuitively)
clear that the random walk will still be transient to the right for this random environment, and
still recurrent for λ = 1. For the case λ < 1 we see that the λ+-biased edge-reinforced random
walk always returns to the root from the positive half-line. Now, we already know (e.g. by [16,
Section 5]) that the edge-reinforced walk without initial bias is recurrent. The initial bias makes
it only more likely to go to the right, hence the walk with initial bias will also be recurrent on the
negative half-line for λ < 1 and therefore recurrent as a whole. We therefore get, even though
a formal proof would still be needed:

Theorem 6.7The edge-reinforced random walk on Z with initial bias λ is recurrent for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 and
transient for λ > 1.

Next, we can look at the speed in the transient regime. Since the walk is only transient to
the right if it is transient at all, it suffices to look at the distributions of ωx for x > 0 (the finite
number of steps spent to the left of the root 0 is irrelevant for the speed). We have by Lemma 6.6:

E

[
1−ωx

ωx

]
=

{
∞ if λ ≤ 1

2
λ−1 if λ > 1

Clearly, 2
λ−1 is (strictly) decreasing in λ for λ > 1, and hence, we have E

[
1−ωx

ωx

]
< 1 ⇐⇒

λ > 3. We now want to use [17, Theorem 1.16]. To get a statement of the type “positive speed
⇐⇒ some condition”, we therefore also need to look at the following, where we use again
Lemma 6.6:

E

[
ωx

1−ωx

]
= ∞ for all choices of λ

Hence, by [17, Theorem 1.16]:

Theorem 6.8The edge-reinforced random walk on Z with initial bias λ has positive speed, if, and only
if, λ > 3. If this is the case, then Xn

n →
λ−3
λ+1 almost surely. Otherwise, Xn

n → 0 almost
surely.

6.3 ReinforcedRandomWalk onTransient Environment

We now look at a special case of the LERRW where the initial edge weights are not all 1. Define
the edge-reinforced random walk on Z with initially λ-biased environment as the sequence Xn
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of random variables with

X0 = 0

P [Xn+1 = xn + 1 | Xn = xn, . . . , X0 = x0] =
w (n, xn)

w (n, xn) + w (n, xn − 1)

w (n, z) = w (0, z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=λz

+
n−1

∑
i=0

1Xi=z,Xi+1=z+1 + 1Xi=z+1,Xi+1=z

where λ > 0. This random walk can again be represented by a mixture of MCs, but the ωx are
no longer identically distributed (they are still independent, though).

0 z

1 + λz−1 λz

Figure 16: Edge weights of the walk on transient environment at time of first visit to z > 0

By Figure 16, we get the following distributions for ωx:

for x > 0: ωx ∼ B
(

λx

2
,

1 + λx−1

2

)
for x = 0: ωx ∼ B

(
1
2

,
1

2λ

)
for x < 0: ωx ∼ B

(
1 + λx

2
,

λx−1

2

)
The electrical network corresponding to the random environment puts the following conduc-
tances c and resistances r on the edges:

for z > 0: c{z,z+1} =
z

∏
x=1

ωx

1−ωx
r{z,z+1} =

z

∏
x=1

1−ωx

ωx

for z = 0: c{0,1} = 1 r{0,1} = 1

for z− 1 < 0: c{z−1,z} =
0

∏
x=z

1−ωx

ωx
r{z−1,z} =

0

∏
x=z

ωx

1−ωx

The effective resistance between 0 and ∞ is therefore (using the series law for the negative and
positive half-lines and the parallel law to merge these):

Reff =

(1 + ∑
z≥1

z

∏
x=1

1−ωx

ωx

)−1

+

(
∑
z≤0

0

∏
x=z

ωx

1−ωx

)−1
−1

Hence, the random walk is recurrent if, and only if:

∑
z≥1

z

∏
x=1

1−ωx

ωx
= ∞ = ∑

z≤0

0

∏
x=z

ωx

1−ωx

Otherwise, the random walk is transient. To get a better understanding, we calculate expecta-
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tions. First, for x > 0 using Lemma 6.6:

E

[
1−ωx

ωx

]
=

 1+λx−1

2 ·
(

λx

2 − 1
)−1

= λx−1+1
λx−2 if λx

2 > 1 ⇐⇒ λx > 2

∞ otherwise

And for x < 0:

E

[
ωx

1−ωx

]
=

{
λx+1

λx−1−2 if λx−1 > 2

∞ otherwise

Hence, if λ > 2:

E

[
z

∏
x=1

1−ωx

ωx

]
=

z

∏
x=1

λx−1

λx−1 ·
1 + 1

λx−1

λ− 2
λx−1

=
z

∏
x=1

1 + 1
λx−1

λ− 2
λx−1

Therefore, the expectation decreases exponentially for λ > 2. This seems to indicate transience
for λ > 2 but a few calculations still remain to formally conclude. Indeed, for any λ > 1, the
expectation E

[
1−ωx

ωx

]
will eventually be finite and of order 1

λ for x large enough, which can
probably be used to show that the walk is transient for all λ > 1. The final proof is still open,
but will hopefully follow in the near future.
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7 Conclusion

We quickly look at how the considered modifications changed the behavior of the ERRW.

Type of walk Behavior

2 walkers on 3-node segment

Proven: the proportion of the left edge weight com-
pared to the total edge weight forms a martingale at
certain stopping times, and converges to a limit (for lin-
ear reinforcement), similar to the case with 1 walker.
Conjectured: the limit of the left edge weight propor-
tion is a random variable which has a density w.r.t. the
Lebesgue measure on [0, 1], it is not Beta-distributed.

k walkers on Z

Proven: if all but finitely many initial weights are
1, then, for almost arbitrary reinforcement, either all
walkers are recurrent or all walkers have finite range
a.s.
Conjectured: for a certain reinforcement scheme, the
k walkers are recurrent if, and only if, 1 walker is
recurrent with the same reinforcement scheme.

multiplicative bias on Z

Proven: if a node is visited infinitely often, then the
probability to go in the direction of bias at that node
converges to 1 (for linear reinforcement).
Conjectured: the walk is transient for any bias λ ̸= 1.

multiplicative bias on triangle

Unfinished calculation: the edge weights will eventu-
ally all be of the same order, and the walker will move
around the circle with a constant speed (for linear
reinforcement).

additive bias on Z

Proven (up to details): recurrent for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1,
transient for λ > 1. Positive speed for λ > 3 (for linear
reinforcement).

initial transient edge weights on Z Unfinished calculation: transient for λ > 1 (for linear
reinforcement).

Table 1: Overview of results and conjectures on modified reinforced walks

There are two main conclusions which can be drawn from this overview. First, for reinforced
random walks, having multiple random walkers moving in the same environment which in-
fluence each other doesn’t seem to fundamentally change the behavior in comparison to a sin-
gle walker. Indeed, after working on this topic for such a long period of time, the following
(vague) conjecture seems reasonable: if, for a given graph and given reinforcement scheme, the
reinforced random walk is recurrent for a single walker, then it is also recurrent for any finite
number of walkers influencing each other, and vice versa. There is still a lot of work to do to
get in any way closer to prove some form of this conjecture, but analyzing various toy models
seems to indicate that this could be true. Of course, one would also have to formally define a
reinforcement scheme to make a true mathematical claim, but the intuitive meaning should be
clear.

62



Variations on Reinforced Random Walks

The second conclusion is that introducing a bias can change the behavior. The bias, which
makes the walk more transient, is sometimes competing with the reinforcement, which makes
the walk more recurrent. This result is insofar expected as on regular trees, the reinforcement
is also competing with the transient nature of a random walk on a tree. Indeed, depending on
the strength of the reinforcement, there is a phase transition between recurrence and transience
on trees, a result which we find again for the additive bias on Z.

All in all, the methods to prove the results given here are not new. Adding multiple walk-
ers and a bias complicates an already complicated model even more. Therefore, the random
walks were only analyzed on very simple graphs, because the methods used here do not work
anymore for more general classes of graphs. Adding a bias or multiple walkers often destroys
the property of exchangeability which the basic linearly reinforced random walk with a single
walker possesses (the probability of taking a certain path only depends on how often each edge
in the path is traversed, but not on the order of traversals). This makes the analysis harder
and it is no longer possible to represent the reinforced walk as a RWRE, which was often the
tool of choice to prove previous results. One goal of this thesis was to better understand how
reinforced walks react to variations in the model. Some steps in the right direction were made
by analyzing the behavior on simple graphs. At the same time, better tools to analzye these
complicated models are still missing. The mathematics here was often adapted from the basic
linear reinforcement case and is thus limited to a very restricted set of graphs.

7.1 Outlook

Even though some new results were obtained, many open questions remain. On the one hand,
some proofs and calculations in this thesis still lack some details or formal precision. A natu-
ral next step would be to fill these gaps to be sure that the unfinished calculations and proof
sketches actually show what they are supposed to show. However, the answers to more in-
teresting questions are often only conjectured, and no proof idea has been found yet. The
following four main points would be very interesting for future research:

• For the 2 walkers on a 3-node segment, which can also be seen as a kind of modified,
2-player Pólya urn, does the limit of the proportion of the left edge weight really have a
density w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure? What is the distribution of the limit?

• For k walkers on Z, is the behavior for k walkers and for a single walker identical if the
same reinforcement scheme is used?

• For linear reinforcement and additional multiplicative bias on Z, is a single walker tran-
sient for any bias λ ̸= 1?

• For general graphs, does the behavior of the reinforced random walk only depend on the
graph and the reinforcement scheme, but not on the (finite) number of walkers?

In answering these question, another goal would be to find more general techniques to analyze
these types of random walks.

This thesis was really only a starting point in better understanding how changes to the model
of the reinforced random walk will affect its behavior. While a definitive answer to the last
question listed above still seems a long way off, the other three questions seem easier to deal
with and can hopefully be answered in the near future.
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